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to the Committee on Appropriations, and
ordered to be printed.

630. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States transmitting report on
the survey of the accounting system of the
Federal Public Housing Authority for the
years ended June 30, 1945, and June 30, 1946
(H. Doc. No. 229); to the Committee on Ex-
penditures in the Executive Departments, and
ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUELIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: Commit-
tee on Veterans' Affairs. H. R. 2181, A bill
relating to institutional on-farm training tor
veterans; with amendments (Rept. No. 327).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BROPHY:

H. R. 3264. A bill to amend the Federal-
Ald Highway Act of 1944, approved December
20, 1844, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

By Mr. DIRKSEN:

H. R. 3265. A bill to amend the Emergency
Price Control Act of 1942, as amended, relat-
ing to actions for civil liabilities for violation
of the Emergency Price Control Act; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr, FARRINGTON:

H. R. 3266. A bill to authorize the issuance
of certain public improvement bonds by the
Territory of Hawaii; to the Committee on
Public Lands.

By Mr. GROSS:

H.R.3267. A bill to provide for the con-
struction of a country home for the Presi-
dent in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr, HAYS:

H.R.3268. A bill to repeal section 18b of
the Federal Reserve Act, to amend section 13
of the said act. and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. HORAN:

H.R.3269. A bill to fix the amount of an
annual payment by the United States to the
government of the District of Columbia; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. McCORMACK (by request) :

H.R.3270. A bill relating to the promo-
tion of certain officers and former officers of
the Army of the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. KEE:

H.R.3271. A bill to provide for reimburs-
ing Summers County, W, Va., for the loss of
tax revenue by reason of the acquisition of
land by the United States for the Bluestone
Reservolr project; to the Committee on Pub-
lic Lands,

By Mr. DOLLIVER:

H. R, 8272. A bill relating to the computa-
tion of length of service, for promotion pur-
poses of certain employees who are trans-
ferred from one position to another within
the postal service; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. JUDD:

H.R.3273. A bill to prohibit discrimina-
tion in employment because of race, religion,
color, national orlgin, or ancestry; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXTI, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legisla-
ture of the Territory of Hawail memorializing
the President and the Congress of the United
Btates to provide for the exploration, Investi-
gation, development, and maintenance of the
fishing resources and the development of the
high-seas fishing industry of the Territories
and island possession of the United States
in the tropical and subtropical Pacific Ocean
and intervening seas; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severaily referred as follows:

By Mr, HEFFERNAN:

H. R.3274. A bill for the relief of Joseph H.

Dowd; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. JUDD:

H.R.3275. A bill to confer a classified
civil-service status upon certain special-de-
livery messengers in the post office at Minne-
apolis, Minn.; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. ELEIN:

H. R. 3276. A bill for the relief of Benedict

Kleitsch; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. MARCANTONIO:

H.R.3277. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Catherine Maurice; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk
and referred as follows:

405. By Mr. HARLESS of Arizona: Petition
of the Arizona State Legislature, relating to
lasting peace; to th» Committee on Foreign
Affairs,

406. Also, petition of the Arizona State
Legislature, requesting Congress to support
certain legislation beneficial to veterans and
others; to the Committee on Veterans' Af-
Tairs,

407. Also, petition of the Arizona State
Leglslature, requesting Congress to create
the Petrified Forest National Park; to the
Committee on Public Lands.

408. By Mr. MURDOCK: Petition of the
State Legislature of Arizona, relating to
lasting world peace; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

400. Also, petition of the State Legislature
of Arizona, requesting Congress to create
the Petrified Forest National Park; to the
Committee on Public Lands.

410. Also, memorial of the State Legislature
of Arizona, pertaining to legislation bene=
ficial to veterans and others; to the Commit-
tee on Veterans' Affairs.

411, By Mrs. SMITH of Maine: Memorial of
the Senate and House of Representatives in
the State of Maine to the Honorable Clinton
P. Anderson, United States Secretary of Agri-
culture, petitioning against the order of April
9 for further reduction in milk prices because
of the increase in cost of milk production due
to advances in feed prices in the State; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

412, By Mr. THOMASON: Petition of El
Paso Post, No. 36, American Legion, urging
that Public, 663, Seventy-ninth Congress, be
amended to extend the time in which veter-
ans who have lost their limbs may apply for
an automobile to be furnished them by the
Government; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs,

413. By Mr. WOLCOTT: Petition of 24 resi-
dents of St. Clair County, Mich., expressing
interest in proposed legislation which seeks
to prohibit the transportation of alcoholic-
beverage advertising in Interstate commerce
and over the radlo; to the Committee on In=
terstate Commerce,

414, By the SPEAKER: Petition of the
Tulsa County Bar Assoclation, petitioning
conslderation of their resolution with refer-
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ence to endorsement of H. R. 1639; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

415. Also, petition of the board of trustees
of the National Petroleum Association, peti-
tioning consideration of their resolutions with
reference to taxation of cooperatives, tax-
ation of reclaimed oil, and taxation of lubri-
cating oil; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

SENATE

THURSDAY, MAy 1, 1947

(Legislative day of Monday, April 21,
1947)

The Senete met at 11 o'clock a. m,, on
the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Peter Marshall,
D. D., offered the following prayer:

Our Father, we would not weary Thee
in always asking for something. This
morning we would pray that Thou
wouldst take something from us. Take
out of our hearts any bitterness that
lies there, any resentment that curdles
and corrodes our peace. Take away the
stubborn pride that keeps us from apol-
ogy and confessing fault and makes
us unwilling to open our hearts to one
another. For if our hearts are closed
to our colleagues, they are not open to
Thee.

We ask Thy mercy in Jesus’ name.
Amen,

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESIDENT
FRO TEMFPORE

The Chief Clerk read the following
letter:
UNITED STATES SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D. C., May 1, 1947,
To the Senate:
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Joax W. BRICKER, a Senator from
the State of Ohio, to perform the duties of
the Chair during my absence. |
A. H. VANDENBERG,
President pro tempore.

Mr. BRICKER thereupon took the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. WHERRY, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Wednesday,
April 30, 1947, was dispensed with, and
the Journal was approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of
his secretaries, and he announced that on
April 30, 1947, the President had ap-
proved and signed the following acts:

8.5647. An act to provide for annual and
sick leave for rural letter carriers; and

S5.736. An act authorizing the Commis-
sloners of the Distriet of Columbia to estab-
lish daylight-saving time in the District of
Columbia during 1947,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, oné of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on
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the amendments of the Senate to the
bill (H. R. 2849) making appropria-
tions to supply deficiencies in certain
appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1947, and for other purposes,
and that the House had receded from its
disagreement to the amendment of the
Senate No. 42 fo the bill and concurred
therein.

The message also announced that the
House bhad passed a joint resolution (H.
J. Res. 153) providing for relief assist-
ance to the people of countries devas-
tated by war, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINATION OF

JED JOHNSON TO BE JUDGE, UNITED

STATES CUSTOMS COURT

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, on behalf
of the Committee on the Judiciary, and
in accordance with the request of the sub-
committee chairman, I desire to give no-
tice that a second public hearing has been
scheduled for Monday, May 5, 1947, at
9:30 a. m., in the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee room, room 424, Senate Office
Building, upon the nomination of Hon.
Jed Johnson, of Oklahoma, to be a judge
of the United States Customs Court, vice

Hon. William J. Keefe, resigned. At the -

indicated fime and place, all persons in-
terested in the nomination may make
such representations as may be pertinent.
The subcommittee consists of the Sen-
ator from Kentucky [(Mr. CooPER], chair-
man, the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. REvErcoMe], and the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. McCaRraN].

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINATION OF
JOHN CASEKIE COLLET TO BE JUDGE,
UNITED STATES CIRCUIT COURT OF
APPEALS, EIGHTH CIRCUIT

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, on hehalf
of the Committee on the Judiciary, and
in accordance with the rules of the com-
mittee, I desire to give notice that a pub-
lic hearing has been scheduled for Thurs-
day, May 8, 1947, at 10 a. m., in the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee room, room
424, Senate Office Building, upon the
nomination of Hon. John Caskie Collet,
of Missouri, to be judge of the United
States Circuit Court of Appeals for the
Eighth Circuit, vice Hon. Kimbrough
Stone, retiring May 15, 1947. At the in-
dicated time and place, all persons in-
terested in the nomination may make
such representations as may be perti-
nent. The subcommittee consists of the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. DoNNELL],
chairman, the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. Moore], and the Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. EasTrAND].

MEETING OF SUBCOMMITTEES OF THE
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS AND
THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommit-
tee on Rivers and Harbors of the Com-
mittee on Public Works and the sub-
committee of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, presided over by the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. Lancerl, be
permitted to sit during the session of
the Senate today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, permission is
granted.
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MEETING OF SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC
WELFARE

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the subcom-
mittee of the Commitiee on Labor and
Public Welfare dealing with the edu-
cation bill be permitted to sit tomorrow
during the session of the Senate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, permission is
granted.

HEARINGS BEFORE IRRIGATION AND
RECLAMATION SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, the
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Recla-
mation of the Committee on Public
Lands will hold hearings starting next
week, and I ask unanimous consent that
they may be held during the sessions of
the Senate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, permission is
granted.

CHIEF DISBURSING OFFICER, DIVISION
OF DISBURSEMENT, TREASURY DEPART-
MENT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate a letter from
the Acting Secretary of the Treasury,
transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation to authorize relief of the Chief
Disbursing Officer, Division of Disburse-
ment, Treasury Department, and for
other purposes, which, with an accom-
panying paper, was referred to the Com-
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive
Departments.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were presented and

referred as indicated:
By Mr. TYDINGS:

A petition of sundry citizens of the State
of Maryland, praying for the enactment of
Senate bill 265, to prohibit the transpor-
tation of alcoholic-beverage advertising in
interstate commerce; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

A resolution adopted by the Frederick
County (Md.) Bar Association, favoring the
enactment of House bill 242, to amend the
Employers’ Liability Act so as to limit venue
in actions brought in United States district
courts or in State courts under such act; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

A resolution adopted by the ‘executive
committee of the Bar Assoclation of Balti-
more City, Md., favoring the principles em-
bodied in House bill 2657, to protect the
public with respect to practitioners before
administrative agencies; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

A petition signed by sundry employees of
the Rallway Express Agency, Baltimore, Md.,
praying for the enactment of the so-called
Crosser amendments to the Railroad Retire-
ment Act; to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare,

NEVADA LEGISLATURE JOINT
RESOLUTIONS

Mr, McCARRAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to present for
appropriate reference and printing in
the Recorp a joint resolution of the Leg-
islature of Nevada memorializing the
Representatives of the State of Nevada
in the Congress of the United States to
support certain legislation beneficial to
veterans and others.

Also a joint resolution of the Legisla-
ture of the State of Nevada memorializ-
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ing Congress to oppose the recommen-

dation of the Secretary of the Interior
that all federally owned mineral land be
kept in permanent Federal ownership.

Also a joint resolution of the Legisla-
ture of the State of Nevada memorializ-
ing the Congress to abolish the Civilian
Production Administration and fo do
away with all controls on buildings and
construction materials, and on the con-
struction of buildings.

Also a joint resolution of the Legisla-
ture of Nevada memorializing the Con-
gress and the Nevada Representatives in
Congress to retain the name “Boulder
Dam.”

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the joint res-
olutions presented by the Senator from
Nevada will be received, appropriately
referred, and, under the rule, be printed
in the RECORD.

To the Committee on Finance:

“Assembly joint resolution memorializing the
Representatives of the State of Nevada in
the Congress of the United States to sup-
port certain legislation beneficial to vet-
erans and others
“Whereas there are now pending in the

Congress of the United State. two certain

bills affecting the rights of veterans, prison-

ers of war, and other persons in territory oc-
cupied by the Japanese forces, which are
referred to as H. R. 881 and H. R. 1199; and

“Whereas this legislation extends to vet-
erans, prisoners of war, and other persons in
territory occupled by the Japanese during the
war, certain benefits by way of exemption
under and in connection with the internal
revenue code of the United States; and

“Whereas the legislation represented by
H. R. 881 and H. R. 1199 will be of material
benefit to the veterans and other persons
therein throughout the United States as weil
as in the State of Nevada,

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of Nevada (fointly), That the
Representatives of the Btate of Nevada in the
Congress of the United States be memorial-
ized to lend their support toward the pas-
sage of those certain bills now pending in
the Congress designated as H. R, 881 and
H. R. 1199; and be it further

“Resolved, That duly certified copies of
this resolution be transmitted to the Sen-
ators and Representatives representing the
State of Nevada in the Congress of the United
States.

“Approved March 27, 1947,

To the Committee on Public Lands:

“Assembly joint resolution memorializing
Congress to oppose the recommendation of
the Secretary of the Interior that all fed-
erally owned mineral land be kept in per-
manent Federal ownership

“Whereas it has been reported that the
Secretary of the Interior of the United States
has recommended to the Congress that all
mineral land owned by the Government of
the United States be kept in permanent
Federal ownership in such manner as to
prohibit the location and patenting of such
land, and further to repeal the present min-
ing laws which permit the location and pat-
enting of mineral-bearing land; and

“Whereas the development of mineral-
bearing lands by location and patenting un-
der the existing laws has contributed ma-
terially to the well-being of the Western
States of the United States by making such
property subject to taxation and In develop-
ing many areas and sect.lons 0s the Western
States, and

“Whereas the proposed recommendation
of the Secretary of the Interior will material-
1y affect the economy of the Western States
and will prevent the development of min-
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eral-bearing areas throughout the Western
States; and

“Whereas the proposed recommendation
represents an unjust encroachment upon
the development of the western mining
Btates and the rights of private citizens to
attempt mining ventures: Now, therefore,
be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of Nevada (jointly), That the Con-
gress of the United States be memorialized
to oppose any recommendation or plan of
legislation having as its object the permanent
continuance of Federal ownership of mining
lands in the United States, or the repeal of
existing mining laws which permit the lo-
cation and patenting of mining lands; and
be it further

“Resolved, That duly certified copies of this
resolution be forwarded by the secretary of
the State of Nevada to the President of the
United States, the Secretary of the Interior,
and to the Representatives of the State of
Nevada in the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States Congress.

“Approved March 27, 1947.

“VAIL PITTMAN,
“Governor.”

To the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency:

“Assembly joint resolution memorializing
Congress to abolish the Civilian Production
Administration and to do away with all
controls on building and construction ma-
terials, and on the construction of build-
ings
“Whereas the Civillan Production Admin-

istration, a bureau of the Federal Govern-

ment, bas promulgated rules and regulations
restricting the use of bullding and construc-
tion materials; and

“Whereas the Civillan Production Admin-
istration has arbitrarily, and without any
foundation in reason or in fact, administered
such rules and regulations to suit its own
ends, and without regard for the best inter-
ests of the United States, its citizens, and
the veterans of its wars; and

“Whereas the unreasonable, arbitrary, self-
serving and discriminatory rules and restric-
tions enforced through color of law by the

Civilian Production Administration have op-

erated to favor one section of the Nation

against another, to set one class of citizens
against another, to stir up internal strife,
and have In no appreciable way contributed
to the welfare of the Nation, nor the needs
of its citizens, nor have they provided any
portion of the houses needed for veterans:

Now, therefore, be it
“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of

the State of Nevada (jointly), That the Con-

gress of the United States be memorialized
to enact such legislation as may be neces-
sary to abolish the Civilian Production Ad-
ministration, or any similar agency restrict-
ing or retarding building or construction,
and further to repeal any and all laws in any
manner restricting or placing limitations
upon such bullding or construction; and be
it further

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution,
duly certified by the secretary of state of
the State of Nevada, be sent to the President
of the United Sates and to the Representa-
tives of the State of Nevada in the Congress
of the United States.

“Approved March 27, 1947.

“VAIL PITTMAN,
“Governor.”
Ordered to .ie on the table:

“Assembly Jjoint resolution memorializing
Congress and the Nevada Representatives
in Congress to retain the name ‘Boulder
Dam’

“Whereas the Boulder Dam located in the
Black Canyon of the Colorado River was com-
pleted in the year 1935; and
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“Whereas prior to its completion it was
officially named and designated as ‘Boulder
Dam'; and

“Whereas because it is the highest dam
in the world it has become widely known
and heralded, described in current encyclo-
pedias, and delineated upon maps under its
official name, ‘Boulder Dam’; and

“Whereas Boulder City, located in the im-
mediate vicinity of the dam, and being the
city which serves the dam, bears its name
because of the officlal name and designation
of the dam itself; and

“Whereas it is the sense of the Assembly
and the Senate of the State of Nevada that
the dam, being & national monument of
outstanding importance, i1ts name should not
be changed or redesignated: Now, therefore,
be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate
of the State of Nevada (jointly), That the
Legislature of the State of Nevada hereby me-
morialize and petition that the Congress of
the United States retain the name and des-
ignation, to wit: ‘Boulder Dam’; and be it
further

“Resolved, That the secretary of state of
the State of Nevada be, and he hereby is,
authorized and directed to transmit properly
certified copies of this resolution to our Sen-
ators and Representative in Washington,
and to the President of the United States
Senate, and to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives,

“Approved March 27, 1947.

“"VAIL PITTMAN,
“Governor®

FUNDS FOR EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS
TO VETERANS

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, yes-
terday I received a telegram from Dr.
Charles Seymour, president of Yale Uni-
versity, which I should like to read into
the Recorn. Dr. Seymour says in the
telegram:

New Haven, ConN,, April 30, 1947.
Hon, BrRIEN McMaHON,
Washington, D. C.:

Abrupt termination of educational benefits
to veterans has brought acute financial dis-
tress to 5,000 students at Yale lasting until
passage of deficiency appropriation bill to
provide necessary funds for the Veterans' Ad-
ministration. Earnestly request your aid in
expediting.

CHARLES SEYMOUR,
President.

Mr,. President, I sincerely trust that
before the day is ended the Senate will
approve the conference report on the
deficiency bill, which I understand was
agreed to yesterday by the House of Rep-
resentatives, so that the situation with
regard to veterans’ benefits, which is very
deplorable, may be relieved.

THE PALESTINE PROBLEM—TELEGRAM
FROM SENATOR BREWSTER TO HON.
WARREN R. AUSTIN

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp a telegram which I sent
to Hon. Warren R. Austin, Chief of the
United Nations Mission, regarding the
Palestine situation and our position in
relation to the Jewish agency being rep-
resented, a matter with respect to which
I am fully in accord with the sentiments
expressed yesterday by the Senator from
Florida [Mr. Pepper]l. I ask that this
telegram be printed in the REecorp in
order to clarify my own position.
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There being no objection, the telegram
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

ApRIL 30, 1947,
bassador WARREN AUSTIN,
Chief, United Natlions Mission,
New York, N. ¥.:

I belleve the American people will be pro-
foundly shocked In any maneuvers which
result in five Arab states using the United
Nation Assembly for sourding board on Pal-
estine without any comparable opportunity
for Jewish agency to reply when the Jewish
agency is recognized in the Mandate of the
League of Nations and the treaty between
Great Britain and the United States as the
official agency to represént Jewish interests
in Palestine. The United States has tre-
mendous responsibilities to insure justice and
fair play In this situation.

OWEN BREWSTER,
United States Senator.

SAN DIEGO (CALIF.) AQUEDUCT (8. REPT.
NO. 149)

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, from the
Committee on Expenditures in the Execu-
tive Departments, I ask unanimous con-
sent to submit a report relative to the
complaint of the Comptroller General
that the Navy Department illegally ex-
pended $14,000,030 in constructing an
aqueduct for the city of San Diego, Calif.,
and I request that it be printed.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the report will
be received and printed, as requested by
the Senator from Vermont.

FEDERAL CIVILIAN PERSONNEL—ADDI-
TIONAL REPORT OF JOINT COMMITTEE
ON REDUCTION OF NONESSENTIAL FED-
ERAL EXPENDITURES

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, Federal
employment, both continental and
abroad, decreased 19,603 during the
month of March, 1947. The February
total of 2,251,746 was reduced to 2,232,-
143 for March. The reduction is due
mostly to the large decreases in War
and Navy Departments. By excluding
these two departments from the total the
reduction shown amounts to only 1,820.
Within the continental United States
Federal employment decreased from the
February total of 1,969,864 to the March
total of 1,949,645, a reduction of 20,219.
Excluding War and Navy Departments
again there was a reduction of 2378.
Outside the United States the employ-
ment increased 516 to a total of 282,398
for March.

Twenty-five establishments increased
personnel Juring March. Three of these
increases were substantial. Interior De-
partment increase 1,051; Post Office De-
partment increased 2,529, and Federal
Security Agency increased - 1,427. The
most substantial reduction was 15,984
in the War Department. Veterans’ Ad-
ministration decreased 2,117 during the
month, the Navy Department reduced
1,799, and the War Assets Administration
reduced 2,949. In all, 25 establishments,
excluding War and Navy, reduced a total
of 8,467, or an average of about 340 per
agency.

During the year and one-half since
VJ-day the War and Navy Departments
have reduced a total of 1,573,649. Yet the
over-all reduction during this period is
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only 1,417,626. This means that the de-
partments and agencies other than War
and Navy have increased 156,023 since the
end of the war. Instead of a reduction in
personnel resulting from the termination
of war functions, new functions were es-
tablished and old functions were con-
tinued under new titles in order to main-
tain employment and continue the self-
perpetuation philosophies as practiced
in the executive branch of Government.

Personal services is the largest indi-
vidual item of cost in Government de-
partmental operation. It is a very im-
portant figure in the national budget and
in order to reduce the budget the pay
roll must be cut. In order to do this it
is imperative that personnel be reduced,
not to a prewar level, but to a level that
is most economical. This also means that
unnececsary and overlapping functions
be abolished.

1 ask unanimous consent that the ad-
ditional report of the Joint Committee
on Reduction of Nonessential Federal
Expenditures with respect to the per-
sonnel of the Federal Government may
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the REecorp,
as follows:

ApDITIONAL REPORT OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE
ON REDUCTION OF NONESSENTIAL FEDERAL
EXPENDITURES, CONGRESS OF THE UNITED
STATES, PURSUANT TO SECTION 601 OF THE
REVENUE AcT OF 1941 oN FEDERAL PERSON=-
NEL, FEBRUARY-MARCH 1947

FEDERAL PERSONNEL IN THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH,
MARCH 1947, AND COMPARISON WITH FEBRU=-
ARY 1947

(All figures compiled from reports suhmltted.
by the heads of Federal establishments or
their authorized representatives)

According to monthly personnel reports
submitted to the Joint Committee on Reduc-
tion of Nonessential Federal Expenditures,
Federal personnel within the United States
during the month of March decreased 20,219

n:k a total of 1,969,864 in February to
1,049,645 in March. Excluding War and
Navy Departments, personnel decreased
2,378 from the February total of 1,219.271 to
the March total of 1,216,893. The War De-
partment within the continental United
States decreased 15984 from the February
total of 428,750 to the March total of 412,766.
The Navy Department within the United
Btates decreased 1,857 from the February
figure of 321,843 to the March figure of 319,-
986. (See table 1.)

Outside the continental United BStates,
Federal personnel increased 516 from the
February total of 281,882 to the March total
of 282,398. The majority of these employees
are industrial workers. (See tables II and
IV.) Exclusive of War and Navy Depart-
ments, there was an increase of 458 from the
February figure of 56,028 to the March figure
of 56,486,

The consolidated table, presenting data
with respect to personnel inside and outside
the continental United States, shows a total
decrease of 19,603 from the February total
of 2,251,746 to the March total of 2,232,143,
Excluding War and Navy Departments' re-
ductions of 17,783 there was a decrease of
1,820 employees in the executive branch of
the Federal Government from the February
figure of 1,275,209 to the March figure of
1,273,479. (See table III.)

Industrial employment during the month
of March decreased 7,997 from the February
total of 618,500 to the March total of 610,-
503. The War Department flgures for em-
ployment outside the Unilted States are un-
avallable for the month of March. War De-
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partment reductions inside the United States
totaled 7,234. The term “industrial employ=~
ees” as used by the committee refers to un-
skilled, semiskilled, skilled, and supervisory
employees paid by the Federal Government,
who are working on construction projects,
such as airflelds and roads, and in shipyards
and arsenals. It does not include mainte-
nance and custodial employees. (See table
v.)

TaBLE 1.—Federal personnel inside conti-
nental United States employed by executive
agencies during March 1947, and compari-
son with February 1947
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TapLe I.—Federal personnel inside conti-
nental United States employed by executive
agencies during March 1947, and compari-
son with February 1947—Continued

Feb e
A Febra- or
Departments or agencies ary March eicrasn
=)
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS
(EXCEPT WAR AND NAVY
DEPARTMENTS)
Agriculture Department._. 77,812| T8, 116 +304
Commerce Department._.|  34,810] 35,343 +433
Interior Department_ 44,0380 45,981 4-1,042
Justice Department 23,9898 24,127 <4188
Labo: Department._....... 7, 478 7,878 +101
Post Office Department___| 457,737 460, 260| +2, 523
State Department._____... 8, 485 8, 285 —200
Treazury Department. .. 103, 060 103, 004 =56
EMERGENCY WAR AGENCIES
Office ol Defense Trans-
ebation. .. e o €6 €3 -3
Office of Ecientific Re-
scarch and Development. 149 110 =30
Selective Service System___ 8, 770/ 8, 502 —268
POSTWAR AGENCIES
Council ¢l Econom’e Ad-
S L e il e 8 41 +13
Office oi Government Re-
Eo = 149 145 —4
Office of Housmg Expcdi
....................... 1, $26| 1, 627 —=399
Ocheo Temporary Con-
trols:
Office oi War Mobili-
:ation and Recon-
.............. 133 116 -17
Oli’!lce nii Prloe Admin- xi
stration.. .. _-._..--| 13,428 12,675 =783
Civilian  Production :
Administration...__. 3, &35 3,480 —355
Philippine A den Pwperty
Administration._. i 2 e
Price Decontrol Board_ - il (., Pl s
U 8, AtomleEnu‘n Com-
.................. 4,260 4,189 -1
Wnr Aﬂsets Administra-
{15 R R A e R 01,415 48,408] 3,017
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
American Battle Monu
ments Commission. . .... 3 |
Bureau of the Budget_____ 611 610 =1
Civil Aeronautics Board._. 518 526 +8
Civil Bervice Commission. 8,523 3,533 +10
Expori-Import Bank of
ashington.....-...... 117 116 =1
Federa: Communications
Commission_.____...._.. 1,351 1,333 -18
Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation...__....__._ 1,184 1,188 +4
Fodernl FPower Commis-
783 776/ r
Federal Becurity Agency 31,008] 132, 560 ' 1, 566
Federa] Trade Comm
il 502 581 -1
Fedorql Works Agcncy_“- 24,551 24, 537 -14
General Accounting Office.| 11,045 10,944 =101
Go\ ernment Printing Of-
........ e 8, 037 7.973 -4
l.ntersmto Co om-
mission...-..--.. P 2, 287 2, 288 +1
Maritime Commission._ 11,444) 11,081 . —363
National Advisory Com-
mittee for Aeronautics... 5 M7 5, 630 +13
Nationa! Archives.. s 306 - A
Nationn]l Capital Housim.'
Authority - ceeceoaecmanan 283 284 +1
National Capimi Park
and Planning Commis-
R AR R i 17| 18 +1
Tt R A -
ational Housing Agency . -
Nntinml Labor %telatlons A
Board.__.__. L 883/ 850 =33
Nsl.lnnal Media oard. 100 103 +3
Panama Canal 522 “+4
Railroad Retirement Board._ 27 2,791 +3

1 Includes 1,071 employees of Howard University and
90 emp]oym of Columbia Institute for the
viously not included.

Increase
Departments or agencies F:tr’;“' March ({m
(=)
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES—
continued

Reconstruction  Finance

Corporation. ........_.. 8,336 7. 004 372
Securities and Exchange

(0 i 1, 185 1, 180 =5

Smithsonian Institution... £02 04 +2

Tariff Commission. . 224 229 +5
Tax Court of the United

4 5 12 64} Bt A

R S i s e 13, 566 13, 609 +43

Veterans' Administration .| 229,014 226,%95 -—2,119

Totnl etcludinﬂ

Navy :Imrt —8 40

ml'-rl?ﬁ- ................. 1, 219, 27111, 216, 83 -H’»: 368
Not decrease, excluding
Var and (l\nu De-

])m‘lmenls _______________________________ -2 378
Navy Department...... 321,843 310, 986| -1,857
War Department......ooo 428,750 412, Th6| —15, 984

Tntat!!, }"rllcludiuz Watr
an avy epar =
ments. . oooeiimennes 1, 069, 864(1, 049, 045 { 70 568
Net decrease, including
War and N’my e
partments. =20, 21¢

TasrLe II.—Federal personnel outside conti-
nental United States employed by exzecu-
tive agencies during March 1947, and com=
parison with February 1947

|
Febru I(m+)
ebru- or
Departments or agencies ary March decreass
(=)
|
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS
(EXCEPT WAR AND NAVY
DEPARTIENTS)
Agriculture Department... 1,283 1,328 +40
Commerce Départment. .. 2, 408 2, 585 -+57
Interior Department...... 4, 4206 4,435 -+
Justice Department. 521 489 -32
Labor Department. 97| 103 +6
Post Oflice Departm 1,411 1,417 +6
State Department, _ 13,471 1 {364
Treasury Departme 722 7 +20
EMERGENCY WAR
ACENCIES
Eelective Service System. . £2 84 +2
POSTWAR AGENCIES
Og'me of Housing Expe- i 3
Oflice of Temporary Con-
trols:
Oflice of Price Admin-
istration. . ..o oeeooae 52 50 -2
Civilian Production
Administration...... 20| 18! -2
Philippine Alien Property
Administration..._..__.. 62 69 +7
War Assets Administra-
7 0y PN e S 400/ 463 +63
INDEPENDENT ACEXCIES
American  Battle Monu-
ments Commission.. ... 75 T +2
Civil Aeronautics Board... 11 12 +1
Civil Serviee Commission. 5 | I
ri-Import Bank of
ashington. 2 ke s
I:‘odoral nrumunlmtmns
Commission............. a7 [y e
Federal Dcfmlt Insurance
Corporat BIu ) I |
Fodoral Security Agen 966/ —139
Federal Works Ageney. 308 320 “+21
Maritime Commission..... 339 =1
National Housing Agency. &4 -4
National Labor Relations
L e R SR 4 +1
Panama Canal ... .... 27,234| 27,265 +21
Rnoon.slructlon Finance
Corporation........conae nni 90 -14
Smll.hsmian Instituti!m... 8l Blezas i
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Tasre II.—Federal personnel outside conti-
nental United States employed by execu-
tive agencies during March 1947, and com=-
parison with February 1947—Continued
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Tasie I[II.—Consolidated table of Federal
personnel inside and outside continental
United States employed by the ezecutive
agencies during March 1947, and compari-
son with February 1947—Continued

4317

TasrLe IV.—Industrial employees of the Fed-
eral Government inside and outside the
continental United States, employed by
erecutive agencies during March 1947, and
comparison with February 1947—Con.

Increase
Febru- {+) or Increase Increase
Departments or agencies Mareh = 4
% age ary deﬁe;m Departments or agencles P‘:;“ March c;%l)'e;a;o Departments or agencies | ::,’;“ March ée-:&zf&
s INDEPENDENT AGENCIES— POSTWAR AGENCIES
gmcnaed U. 5. Atomic E
Vi ’ " om nergy
eterans’ Administration.. 1, B25 1,827 +2 Fucloml Ir:?rnmunimllom o Commissfon.—.._.._.... UJ o1 4601
mmission...._____ [
Tous %x:lgﬂnﬁemr Federal Deposit Insurance "NDEPENDENT AGENCIES
ments 56,028 56, 486/ [ +682 Corporation...____..... 1,187
""""""""" 1 -1 em! I-'o\ner ommis i g:twgﬂéioﬁins Ageney. ” lii'g B 'I.;i% ;535. ’
ey -] nama Lan; . 4 -
Net lnmsehcxcludms chnmlScwﬂty %gnncy. -1 81,968 Tennessee Vall
;‘1:‘:’“811(! Fed I':::ml Trade Commis- - [ e e N R T 6,611 6678 +67
-, Spotimi i I"EB ..................... .3
Navy Department....... .| 52,080] 52 138| +58 FedmlWorks Ageney_ .| 24,858 Total, excluding War
War Department.e.eane...| 173,774 1 173, 774 inpcoy 11, 045 and Navy Depart- : 4927
Detal Nsindhis Was Goﬂ\frtll:rnmm* Printing s TR, L e 2, {2;1 ol T,
* oe. . s s i i
and Navy epart- Interstate C Net inerease, excluding
manta. 281, 882 252.396{ '!“_"'fg C;:m sfmu mmrfa 2, 287 War and Navy De-
v ' Y e B Gl Navy Dopartiieit P et M
\f ationa visory om-4§ I @ - NGVY LOPAILIICIL . e e - [ =l
l\%sii.n and h‘gﬂ,“%‘?ﬁ mittee lor Aeronanties...| & 8617 War Department:
ments. ationa) Archives......._. e con
part +516 N | Archives 366 Insid tinental
National Cnpil.al Housing United States. ... 201, 346| 194,115) —7,284
Authority ... oeoooeens 283| Outsido continental
1As of Feh. 28, 1947, figure for month of March 1047  National {n ital Park and United States....... 187, 081 £ 137,081| . ...
unavailable. Plannin mmission. ... 17 .
National Gallery of Ari.. 310 Total, including War
TapLe II.—Consolidated table of Federal  National Housing Agency.[ 16,085 and Navy Depart- 4 $o27
personnel inside and outside continental N%g:“?' Labar Relations o MeAtS. - o oo on e e 618, £00f. 610, 5031 g g4
United States employed by the ezecutive Nntlonniﬁ'e_&ii_!_iﬁﬁ_ﬁéﬁr'&' 100 Net decrease, including :
agencies during March 1947, and compart-  Panama Canal.. ... 27, 780 g:t.rm:;tds. Navy De- e
son with February 1947 Rg‘*’““_"_‘__{"_ef"em"“‘ B I i s L) ORI ok
Reconstruction  Finanec
pandia e e T 8, 446 m:ﬁ:lﬁ:b]i’eeb 28, 1947, figure for month of March 1047
Febru !('1!_5;‘?::9 Seéuritieia “g;ui Exchange e
Departments or agencies " | Mareh ommission. .....e..ceeen 3 NEWSPRINT i
g ary [ 8 | dectease  gmithsonian Institution .| 610 SUPPLY AND DISTRIBUTION:
=) Tariff Commission._...... 2% INTERIM REPORT OF S?ECIAL CCMMIT-
‘I‘asx {t';asnn of the United 2 TEE TO STUDY PROBLEMS OF AMERI-
2 il:xcsp‘:rl uﬂﬁ&ﬁ??ﬁfg Tc"m“le,“};“'_jE“_“‘:‘iill': 13, 560 CAN SMALL BUSINESS (S. REPT. NO.
Res e Veterans’ Administration. | 280, 53¢ 150)
Total, excluding War Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, from
Agrieulture Department___{ 70,005 79, 439 y . . g '
Commerce Department. | 37,208 87,925  +620 A oy Depart | o sgoli, 278 470) =947 the Special Committee To Study Prob-
S DR AN I TN G- L ' +5%7  Jems of American Small Business, I ask
- - o 'y 2.
Labor Dopartment. . 7,1 7482 4107 N%f,“{ﬁ’ﬁg}“d“"‘ unanimous consent to submit, pursuant
g;sllc%ﬂg?'”tﬁﬁﬁﬁ:: 43’;”:3& *g;—?u +3|-_§§i9 2 parl_gmants-...i. el i :}szm? to Senate Resolution 20, agreed to Jan-
Treasury Department..... 100782 100,746 = =36 W Dociortment. .. .. £ : uary 24, 1947 appointing a Special Com-
. v War Department:
- - Inside continental mittee To Study Problems of American
EMERGENCY WAR AGENCIEF oltng}cd Stauls?..._'..]_ 428, 750) 412, 06| —15 €84 Small Business, an interim report on
! utside continenta »
Omcﬁa%fofefmm Trang- - i x United States. ... 173, 774 1173, TH|........... Newsprint supply and distribution, and
Oftice of Seciontiic Total, including I request tnat it be printed. with illus-
s sl s 149 10| . =30 o Sy : 26,20 lratons.
Beloctive Service System_-| 8,882 8,886  —266 Departments...|% 261, 74612, .32, Wi} {5’67 T request that a statement by me as
i o P ir f the N
4 Net deercase, in- chairman o e Newsprint and Paper
POSTWAR AGENCIES ﬁuilns‘;-)arantd Shortage Subcommittee of the Senate
Council of Economic Ad- - A —1,603 Committee To Study Problems of Ameri-
a1 43 can Small Business be printed in the
148 145 -4 ! Includes 1,071 employees of Howard University and RECORD.
1,829 15 600 2 muglmﬂll)!}'il‘c'ilu‘llkdoiumbk Institute for the Deaf, previ The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
- o not inel
Ofrula of Temporary Con- Asof Fob 28, 1847, Mareh 1847 Cgureunavailable, pore. Without objection, the report will
Office of War Mobili- Tasce IV.—Industrial employees ! of the Fed- Dbe received and printed as requested by
mmim and Recon- ‘m 7 eral Government tnside and outside the the Senator from Indiana, and, without
= continental Uniled Stales, employed by objection, the statement will be printed
Dgf:ll?f Pfi_"’f _‘?fl_‘f’_lf’_ﬁ 13,510 oy ezecutive agencies during March 1947, and  in the R!:L'ORD.
Civilan _ Produciion | ' comparison with February 1947 The statement was ordered te be
Piﬁlimihﬁtmifn Property Increase  Printed in the Recorb, as follows:
Phins Decstt ol Bad - NS las s 7 Departments o sgencies Febru: | Mareh | (F)OC  staTeMENT sy SENATOR mOMER E. cAPE:iRT
U. 8. Atomic Encrgy =) (REPUBLICAKF  INDIANA), CHAIRMAN OF THE
“Cnmmiseﬂon ; 4, 280 -01 NEWSFRINT AND PAPER SHORTAGE SUBCOM-
ggnmﬂ-m Administra- Bl - T EXECUTIVE DEFARTMENTS MITTEE OF THE SENATE SMALL BUSINESS COM~-
..................... s !()gliil’:“!él:_fs{mn NAVY MITTEE, IN CONNECTION WITH THAT COM-~
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES MITTEE'S PRESENTATION T0 THE SENATE OF
Commeree Department. .. 1,139 1,183 444 "t
A, TatHs) Mo Tnterior Dopartment .- - s8] o 215 AN INTERIM REPORT ENTITLED “NEWSFRINT
il et 78 42  State Department._ .. 320 T e SUPPLY AND DISTRIBUTION
Burcau of the Budgef - 611 =y T sy Department. ... 5,474 5402 =72 The chairman of the Senate Small Business
Givii Borvics Commision.| 8 828 £ and ooyl employses Include unskilled, samiskilied,  Committee has designated me to present to
o ommsr kA e S IO RIS, o Sonate an intri repor entitied Tews:
Washington..... spenananl 119 -1 E;. print Supply and Distribution,” whbich has
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been approved by a majority of the mem-
bers of that committee. This report was
prepared for the committee as & result of
recent investigations and hearing: conducted
by the Newsprint and Paper Shortage Sub-
committee, of which I am chairman.

This initial inquiry by the committee was
directed toward a solution of newsprint
“shortage,’ which was claimed by the many
complainis received by the committee to be
the most urgent problem—and one that was
forcing many smaller publications to the
wall.

I helieve the Senate will be interested in
some of the facts developed in the report
and in the conclusions reached by the com-
mittee as a result of its investigation.

The newsprint problem which has been
causing so much dificulty to smaller publi-
cations in this country has been generally
termed a “shortage.” As a matter of fact,
the immediate problem is that of equitable
distribution of unusually large supplies of
newsprint produced in this country as well
as that shipped into the United States from
Canada and Newfoundland.

While it is true that there is a world short-
age of newsprint—due to war conditions—
we in this country are getting by far the
greater proportion of the world's supply.
Consumption of newsprint in the United
States In 1546 totaled 4,206,268 tons—repre-
senting an increase of 28.4 percent over 1945,
and thousands of tons more than peak con-
sumption in prewar years. 3

It is also amazing to find that 83 percent
of our newsprint consumption is imported
from sources outside of our national borders.
In 19468 Canada supplied us with 78 percent
and Newfoundland with 6 percent of our
national supply. United States mills produce
only 17 percent of the newsprint we use.

The committee was told by Canadlan and
American newsprint mills that 95 percent of
the newsprint they produce for the United
States is sold to newspaper publishers who
have contracts with the mills. A few smaller
publishers have contracts, but at least 90
percent of the smaller newspapers and other
publications in this country must depend
upon jobbers who have contracts with the
mills—and who receive only the remaining
b percent of the production.

This division of production might prove
adequate under normal conditions, because
the newsprint needs of smaller newspapers
and publications are only a small fraction of
national consumption. But when there is a
business boom and the pressure of greatly
expanded advertising linage and circulation
demands by larger publishers hits the mar-
ket the smaller publisher find his normal
sources of supply disappearing.

A brief check of adverti:ing and circula-
tion figures, undertaken by the subcommit-
tee for a list of 100 leading newspapers in
the United States, shows that expansion of
advertising and circulation, 1946 over 1945,
paralleled ine increased production percent-
age of newsprint to a remarkable degree. For
the 100 newspapers checked, the average in-
crease was 26.2 percent in advertising linage
and 5.3 percent in circulation. At least 10
of the larger newspapers recorded advertising
linage increases ranging from 30 to 73
percent.

These comparisons are not conclusive, but
the trend is sufficiently strong to indicate
that increased production of newsprint in
19468 went toward gratifying expanded cir-
culations and increased advertising de-
mands—predominantly among larger publi-
cations.

Meanwhile, similar jobbers and publishers
have reported that they are not receiving
any portion of newsprint production in-
creases and are being held to 1945 usage, or
lower.

Other factors have also contributed to a
lessened supply of newsprint for smaller
publishers. Jobbers have cut off regular
small customers to sell at higher prices to
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new buyers; larger publishers have purchased
newsprint mills to assure output for their
own use; and some newsprint mills have
converted to the manufacture of other and
more profitable types of papers.

Additional supplies from Europe are un-
predictable at this time, and, at any rate,
would likely go to fill reviving needs abroad,
or be offered to this country at prices pro-
hibitive to smaller publications. New mill
construction in the United States and Alaska,
if and when undertaken, will require 2 to
8 years to reach a point of production,
Canadian mills may produce two or three
hundred thousand more tons of newsprint
in 1947, but we have no assurance that this
tonnage will reach the United States.

In my opinion, as chairman of the News-
print and Paper Shortage Subcommittee, the
quickest solution to the situation is volun=-
tary action by the larger users of newsprint
to share the very small percent of newsprint
(about 114 to 2 percent) needed to relieve
the distribution problems of the smaller pub-
lications. If voluntary action along this
line is not taken by the industry, it is my
belief that regulatory legislation may again
be imposed upon the industry—and this
poesibility 1s as undesirable to me as 1 am
sure it is to the businessmen of the publish-
ing and newsprint industry. To ration, in a
peacetime economy, a product—=83 percent
of which is supplied by a foreign country—
presents difficulties too numerous to men-
tion at this time. In fact, the committee
has been warned by the Canadian newsprint
manufacturers that any effort to ration or
control newsprint shipments to this coun-
try would likely result in their diversion of
newsprint production to profitable overseas
marketrs,

The position taken in this interim report
is that demand for newsprint will continue
high, and emergency. conditions, unfavorable
to smaller publications, will exist for many
months to come. For these reasons it is

. recommended:

That voluntary action be taken by news-
paper publishers, newsprint manufacturers,
newsprint distributors and magezine pub-
lishers in the formation of an over-all indus-
try committee which will act to relleve hard-
ship cases among all types of publications,
investigate such needs, and supply newsprint
by means of voluntary contributions from
within the industry;

That legislation to implement the organi-
gation of such an industry committee and
provide for its Immunization against anti-
trust prosecution for a limited period of
time be introduced to the Congress.

Such legislation was introduced by me, for
myself, Senator WHERRY, Senator Cain, and
Senator MARTIN, on April 8, and has been
referred to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

The members of the Senate Small Business
Committee who participate in this report
consider the establishment of a voluntary
industry committee the most effective and
desirable way to handle the emergency
situation. The committee has taken steps
to lay the groundwork for industry coopera-
tion in meetings and conferences held with
representatives of the publishing and news-
print industry over the past month, Over
100 leading newspaper publishers, as well as
officials of newsprint mills and newsprint dis-
tributing concerns, met with the Senate
Small Business Committee a few weeks ago
to originate plans for voluntary action. I
believe their response to the idea is indica-
tive of a willingness to participate in a vol-
untary effort to correct their industry’s dis-
tribution problems without Government con-
trol or interference.

The only barrier to such cooperation ap-
pears to be a fear of antitrust prosecution, to
which an unauthorized industry committee
might be susceptible. The bill which has
been introduced, S, 1080, is designed to
remove this obstacle,
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The SBenate Small Business Committee will
continue its efforts to secure enactment of
this legislation, and organization of a volun-
tary industry committee free to operate in
correcting the distribution problems which
are threatening the welfare and survival of
many smaller newspapers and reducing their
effectiveness to the communities which they
serve.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. WATKINS:

S. 1204. A bill to authorize the expenditure
of the unexpended balances remaining after
July 1, 1947, in the appropriation provided
in Public Law 548 of the SBeventy-ninth Con-
gress for the payment of premiums for the
production of and exploration for ores of
copper, lead, and/or zine; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado:

8.1205. A bill for the relief of Paul Ma-
nesis; and

5. 1206. A bill for the relief of Jack O'Don-
nell Graves; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. TYDINGS:

S.1207. A bill to exempt articles pur=-
chased for the use of volunteer fire com-
panies from the manufacturer’'s excise tax
imposed by chapter 29 of the Internal Reve-
nue Code; to thr Committee on Finance.

$.1208. A bill for the relief of Calvin D.
Lynch & Son; W. Thomas Lockerman; Sud-
lersville Supply Co.; George C. Moore and
H. A. Moore; J. McKenny Willis & Son, Inc.;
Hobbs & Jarman; and Royse R. Spring; and

8.1209 (by request). A bill for the relief of
Peter August Escher; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. WATEINS (for himself &=
Mr. MALONE) @

5.1210. A bill to amend section 27 of the
act of May 18, 1916 (39 Stat. 159), an act
making appropriations for the Bureau of In=-
dian Affairs for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1917; to the Committee on Public Lands.

By Mr. FERGUSON:

8.1211. A bill for the extension of ad-
miralty jurisdiction; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

REEDUCTION OF INCOME TAX—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. YOUNG and Mr. FULBRIGHT
eachh submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them, respec-
tively, to the bill (H. R. 1) to reduce
individual income-tax payments, which
were referred to the Committee on Fi-
nance, and ordered to be printed.

WATER-POLLUTION CONTROL—
AMENDMENT

Mr. GREEN.: Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to submit amend-
ments intended to be proposed by me
to the bill (S. 418) to providc for water-
pollution-control activities in the United
States Public Health Service, and for
other purposes. I request that the
amendments be referred to the commit-
tee to which the original bill was re-
ferred. y

There being no objection, the amend-
ments were received, referred to the
Committee on Public Works, and or-
dered to be printed.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 153)
providing for relief assistance to the
people of countries devastated by war,
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was read twice by its title, and referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations,

CONDITIONS IN RUSSIA—AMERICAN LET-
TER OF THE WHALEY-EATON SERVICE

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the REcorp, as a part of my
remarks, a reproduction of what is
known as the American Letter of the
WE!ey-Eaton Service, as of April 26,
1847,

I do this because it contains a very
realistic statement regarding conditions
in Russia, which I think should be made
? matter of record for public informa-
ion.

This comes from & staff representative
of a very reliable service who has made
first-hand investigations of the condi-
tions which are discussed in the letter.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recoap,
as follows:

WHALEY-EATON SERVICE,
Washington, D. C., April 26, 1947.

DEAr Sm:

1. Our staff representative at the Moscow
Conference is the first American correspond-
ent to return home with an uncensored pic-
ture of Russia's position today. His views,
based on travels within the great Moscow-
Stalingrad-Leningrad triangle—the heart of
the Russian homeland—are summarized be-
low. They deal largely with economic and
general living conditions and not high poli-
cles, which Secretary Marshall will cover in
his radio address.

2. People: Russian individuals claim that
20,000,000 people were lost In the war. This
may be an exaggeration, but it is true that
most heavy labor is now relegated to women
and war prisoners; few young men are seen
anywhere, and there are great numbers of
cripples. Tuberculosis rates are fantastically
high in all the cities. Women appear more
resistant in this respect than men. The Rus-
sian people will require a generation or more
to recover their vigor.

3. Production: Production of civilian goods
ceased entirely during the war and is being
sacrificed to heavy-industry outputs now.
But rehabilitation is slow. There has been
little effort to clear up war damage, steel and
machinery production goes forward in build-
ings whose roofs are a sieve of bomb holes.
Transportation and raw-materials shortages
are unrelieved. Literally hundreds of Ger-
man war plants were boxed up and carted
away, but shortages of raw materials, of
skilled labor and of technical know-how have
prevented their use. Such machinery lies
rusting in the fields alongside the railroads.
A great tractor plant turns out only 35 fin-
ished units a day. It was considered a great
achievement when 600 automobiles were com-
pleted for the use of conference delegations.

4. It is ludicreus to think of Russia en-
gaging in a major war with the western pow-
ers. It has apparently much fine artillery
and has developed a tank better than the
best the Germans had. Military leaders have
great faith in rockets. There are hints, too,
of a secret biological weapon that would
devastate an enemy. Nevertheless, the pro-
duction and transportation facilities needed
for modern warfare have yet to be built. The
Russian man-in-the-street expresses amaze-
ment that other countries have any fear of
war until the economy is wholly rebuilt—in-
cluding a new generation of young men.

6. Transportation: The western world has
no understanding of how utterly deficient are
all forms of transportation In Russia. Rall
equipment is poor, far out-of-date, and lim-
ited in quantity. The crack Red Arrow takes
14 hours to go from Moscow to Leningrad, an
average speed of about 80 miles per hour.
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Highway transportation is even worse, there
are few roads, virtually none paved, and
even in the major cities what paving there
is consists of some asphalt but 1s mostly brick
or cobblestones. The long periods of appar-
ent inaction during the Russian victory drives
in the latter stages of the war were due to
lack of roads. Supplies moved up to the
fronts slowly in cumbersome carts dragged by
horses, oxen, or even manpower. The inland
waterways system, though excellent in many
respects, is correspondingly slow.

6. Living conditions: A small hierarchy at
the top has its automobiles, summer homes,
good apartments, and ample food, but the
vast majority of the Russlans live in condi-
tions approximating those of the American
pioneer. Exploitation of the proletariat is
almost as brutal as before the revolution, and
the poor are just as poor. Living standards
are low in every respect. The full time of at
least one member of every family must be
spent each day standing in line to make
necessary food purchases. Average pay of
700 rubles per month is insufficient to support
& family. Consequently, either one member
must hold two jobs, working 16 hours a day,
or others must be gainfully employed. Even
this buys only the bare necessities. The aver-
age Russian is constantly harassed by crowded
living conditions, long hours of work, and
other hours spent laboriovsly going great dis-
tances to and from work, by inadequate and
unvarying diet, and by harsh police supervi-
sion.

7. Reconstruction: It is a common saying
in Moscow that only the Kremlin has a roof
which does not leak. Eight families will live
in four basement rooms. Few efforts have
been made at rebuilding the devastated citles,
Btalingrad was 85 to 97 percent destroyed in
its three major sections; 1t is only 6 percent
rebuilt. Yet 300,000 people wre living in Its
ruins. OUnderground life breeds tuberculosis,
Moreover, even in Moscow a high proportion
of the individual buildings are log cabins; in
the southern (Crimean) areas houses are of
turf and thatch. All buildings, even those
undamaged by war, are in a high state of de-
cay. The Russians always used tooc much
sand in their mortar.

8. Background: Foreign observers feel that
there has been little fundamental change in
Russla or the Russians since Ivan the Ter-
rible. The people live under a harsh feudal
system, the government has grandiose plans
for modernization, but this is a matter for
generations, not years. What the leaders are
ashamed of, they hide. Little news has fil-
tered out respecting last year's crop failure in
the Ukraine, but it was serious and thousands
died of starvation. Visitors are given a few
peeks at busy industrial plants, but no real
opportunity to analyze production results.
The people still live on promises of the
Utopia, but the leaders, significantly, no
longer promise ample supplies of civilian
goods by any specific year.

9. Inflation: Beyond the few basic rationed
necessities, price levels in Russia are heavily
infiated. Prices of nonrationed goods for sale
at special stores bear no relation to produc-
tion costs. Rubles have one value in one set
of Government establishments, quite another
in others. Thus, army officers of the rank of
colonel and higher (including all top Govern-
ment officials) are the only permitted cus-
tomers at certain stores at which very low
prices prevail. The ruble is valued officlally
at five to the dollar, but foreigners generally
are allowed to exchange on a 13-for-1 basis;
the real value seems to be somewhere around
b0 to the dolle:. Banks accept savings ac-
counts, but individual checking accounts are
unknown. -

10. Comment: Conclusions from the fore-
going are obvious. It will be years before
Russia can wage a modern, aggressive war;
the country is in desperate need of the very
things the United States can supply and it
is elementary that economiec cooperation
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with America should be the prime objective
of the Kremlin's diplomacy; communism is
not democracy but is, on the contrary, a rigid
caste system; a main purpose of the iron cur-
tain is to conceal the deplorable conditions
inside Russia, Molotov and the higher offi-
cials of the SBovlet are much alike.

They are "Oriental traders,” accustomed to
haggling and completely distrustful of any-
one else. They are characterized by slyness
and untrustworthiness; their awery effort
must be to perpetuate their regime.

11, Pressures: Some of his political advisers
insisted up to the very last that the President
use his New York speech of last Monday to
lambast big business. This s reminiscent
of the pressure employed 18 months ago to
have him denounce industrial establishments
as unconsclonably greedy, on the grounds
that President Roosevelt had promised to do
s0, postwar, in support of labor's wage de-
mands. No proof was forthcoming that
Roosevelt ever made such a commitment, and
Truman not only refused to belleve it, but
would not have felt bound by it, anyhow.

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION—ADDRESS BY
SENATOR YOUNG

[Mr. YOUNG asked and obtained leave to
have printed In the REcorRp an address on
rural electrification, delivered by him at the
National Convention of REA Cooperatives,
held at Spokane, Wash., April 24, 1947, which
appears in the Appendix.|
WHAT IS AHEAD IN AVIATION?—ADDRESS

BY SENATOR BREWSTER

[Mr. BREWSTER asked and obtained leave
to have printed In the REcorp an address en-
titled “What Is Ahead in Aviation?” deliv-
ered by him before the Advertising Club of
Washington on April 29, 1947, which appeara
in the Appendix.|

PROGRAM OF THE REPUBLICAN PARTY—
ARTICLE BY FRANK R. EENT

{Mr. ROBERTSON of Wyoming asked and
obtained leave to have printed in the RECORD
an article entitled “Denunciation of GOP
and Program Comes Too Heavily and Too
Early,” by Frank R. Eent, from the Washing-
ton Star of April 30, 1947, which appears in
the Appendix.]

TRYING TO DO TCO MUCH—EDITORIAL
FROM THE NEW YOREK WORLD-TELE-
GRAM
[Mr. IVES asked and obtained leave to have

printed in the REcorp an editorial relating to

labor legislation entitled “Trying To Do Too

Much,” from the New York World-Telegram

of April 30, 1947, which appears in the Ap-

pendix.|

MR. WALLACE EXPLAINS — EDITORIAL
FROM THE WASHINGTON POST

[Mr. McCLELLAN asked and obtained
leave to have printed in the REcorD an edi-
torial entitlec “Mr. Wallace Explains,” from
the Washington Post of April 80, 1947, which
appears in the Appendix.] !

THE NEED FOR HOUSING LEGISLATION—
EDITORIAL FROM THE PHILADELPHIA
INQUIRER
[Mr. MYERS asked and obtained leave to

have printed in the Recomp an editorial en-

titled “To Ease the Housing Shortage: Pass

These Bills,” published In the Philadelphia

Inquirer of April 25, 1947, which appears in

the Appendix.]

APPROPRIATIONS FOR FOREIGN RELIEF—
EDITORIAL FROM THE PHILADELPHIA
BULLETIN
[Mr. MYERS asked and obtained leave to

have printed in the Recorp an editorial en-

titled "Letting Marshall Down,” published

in the Philadelphia Bulletin of May 1, 1847,

which appears in the Appendix.]
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THE TARIFF PROBLEM
[Mr. TAYLOR asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp a discussion
of the tariff problem by M. E. Cope and Ethel
Browaing, <f Idaho, which appears in the
Appendix.|

UNITED NATIONS COMMITTEE ON FUTURE
GOVERNMENT OF PALESTINE

[Mr. TAYLOR asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorp a memoran-
dum sent to the Secretary-General of the
Uniteu Nations for submission to the General
Assenubly, prepared by the Nation Assoclates,
the CIO, the Farmers Educational and Co-
operative Union, the Council for Democracy,
the Church of Peace Union, and the Pro-
gressive Citizens of America, which appears
in the Appendix.) ‘

LABOR RELATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 1126) to amend the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act, to provide
additional facilities for the mediation of
labor disputes affecting commerce, to
equalize legal responsibilities of labor or-
ganizations and employers, and for other
purposes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment, as modified, proposed by
the Senator from Minnescta [Mr, BALL]
for himself, the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Byrpl, the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. GeEorGE], and the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. SmrtH], to insert certain lan-
guage on page 14, line 6, after the word
llwerce‘"

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, in the
presentation of the pending bill, no ef-
fort has been made by its proponents to
place before the Senate the history of the
long and bitter conflict between labor
and management which culminated in
the system of laws now on the statute
books regulating labor-management re-
lations. The labor laws which are now
in force regulating the relations between
labor and management did not spring up
overnight. They are not the product of
the New Deal. They grew up under many
national administrations, both Demo-
cratic and Republican. The history of
the emergence of American labor from
the rule of the jungle—the fight of labor
to establish its right in our American
economy—shows a long and painful de-
velopment.

Yet by the pending bill it is proposed
in one fell swoop to emasculate and in
some instances completely wipe out of
existence labor’s vital safeguards which
were won after years of patient effort
and sacrifice.

The bill, of course, is dressed up with

many pious protestations and expressions
of good intentions. It is stated in the
bill that its purpose is the elimination
of the causes of industrial strife, the
promotion of industrial peace, and the
removal of barriers to interstate com-
merce. In the face of present economic
trends threatening defiation, unemploy-
ment, and great national danger, the
purposes stated should be the hope and
aim of every American.

But, Mr. President, I am convinced
that the bill in its present form will not
achieve the purposes expressed by its
proponents. I say this because it ignores
the underlying causes of industrial strife
and sorely needed constructive ap-
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proaches to industrial peace. I say this,
too, because the net effect of its provi-
sions is to indict the organized workers
of the United States, and hold them re-
sponsible for many of our postwar dis-
locations, including the present inflation.
I say this also for the reason that by its
very language it is designed to weaken
and render ineffective the large body of
wisely planned legislation which, with
great pains, has been built up over the
years and which brought to an end the
strife and bloodshed which widely pre-
vailed in an earlier period.

Before the proposed legislation was
introduced, the country was deluged with
propaganda to lay the foundation for a
program of vindictive legislatior.. It was
sought to create in the public mind the
idea that labor failed effectively to per-
form its patriotic duty in the war; that
labor has set up a monopoly and a dic-
tatorship in the United States, and that
it is responsible for the present economic
inflation and threatened collapse of our

-economic system.

This propaganda has sought to create
the impression that in the postwar pe-
riod labor has willfully precipitated
wholly unwarranted strikes and has
made unjustified demands for wage in-
creases destructive of the national wel-
fare. It has left entirely out of con-
sideration the serious disadvantage
workers have suffered through the
break-down of price controls and the
tremendous increase in living costs,

Mr. President, these harsh and un-
founded charges are resented by the
workers of the country. They feel that
they are being made the victims of a
vicious scheme to weaken and under-
mine their strength and render them
powerless effectively to assert and defend
their rights in the bargaining processes.
Of course, we have had disputes and
strikes growing out of wage demands
since the war ended, but they have clear-
ly been the result of economic condi-
tions. No intelligent person can say
that these industrial disputes have arisen
because labor and management want
them, Certainly they do not occur, as
the pending bill would have us believe,
because labor is unreasonable and mo-
nopolistic.

No Senator on this side of the aisle will
dispute that there is need of some cor-
rective legislation. At the last session of
Congress I and many of my colleagues on
this side of the aisle expressed a desire,
as we have at this session, to cooperate
in working out sound legislative reforms
designed to render justice and equity to
both labor and management. In the
Labor and Public Welfare Committee of
the Senate, while this bill was under
study, the minority members indicated a
desire to assist in writing a bill which
would carry into effect the President’s
proposals for a fair, reasonable, and
sound program of remedial labor leg-
islation.

In his message to the Congress on Jan-
uary 6, 1947, the President recom-
mended:

We should enact legislation to correct cer-
tain abuses and to provide additional govern-
mental assistance In bargaining. But we
should also concern ourselves with the basic
causes of labor-management difficulties.

May 1

The President outlined certain imme-
diate steps to be taken, which will be
discussed later during the consideration
of this bill.

We all agree with the commitiee ma- -
jority that legislation is desirable to
remedy a number of evils which have de-
veloped, such as jurisdictional strikes
and secondary boycotts; that something
should be done about Nation-wide strikes
in vital industries affecting the public
interests.

We also agree that there should be
some regulation of the right of super-
visors to organize and bargain collec-
tively with their employers, providing
they do not belong to the union tc which
the production employees belong, or to
any organization under the domination
or control of a union to which the pro-
duction employees belong. It should be
admitted, however, that the long history
of successful union activities on the part
of supervisors in many industries refutes
any suspicion of conflict with or betrayal
of employers on the part of such super-
visors; and that to outlaw such organ-
izations will only lead to industrial un-
rest. When the bill was before the Labor
and Public Welfare Committee, I sup-
ported many provisions designed to clar-
ify and improve the collective-bargaining
processes.

But, Mr. President, I reject the extreme
features of this bill as destructive of in-
dustrial peace. Industrial disputes do
not occur because leaders of labor or
management want them. They do not
oceur, as the bill would seem to have us
believe, because the National Labor Re-
lations Board has three members rather
than seven; or because mediation is car-
ried on by a Conciliation Service in the
Department of Labor rather than by a
Mediation Service outside it, nor because
some employers claim they are deprived
of the right of free speech. These are
not the causes of strikes, neither are the
cures for strikes so simple,

There are those who speak of strikes
as though they believed that workers
like to strike. Such a notion is utterly
without foundation, but, unfortunately,
propaganda has led many people to be-
lieve this fiction. In any strike, be it
successful or unsuccessful, it is the work-
ers who suffer most. Workers do not
forego their wages and jeopardize the
welfare of their families for light or
capricious reasons. To them, a strike is
a matter of utmost urgency, to be under-
taken only for the most compelling rea-
sons.

Those reasons can be summed up in
one word, “insecurity,” the fear of want;
the fear of unemployment; the fear of
illness; the fear of industrial accidents;
the fear of an impoverished old age; yes,
and the fear that there is a movement on
foot to break the the unions which have
accomplished so much toward the ex-
pansion of industry and improvement of
the standards of living of American
workers,

The Congress must not make the mis-
take of making light of these fears.
They hang over the American workman
as a constant threat to his security and
the security of his family. During the
Democratic administration since 1933,
a start was made toward removing some
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of those fears; but only a start; yet, that
start constituted a major contribution
to improved labor-management rela-~
tions.

The President has repeatedly called
on the Congress to expand and mod-
ernize our social security, health, and
welfare system; but his recommendations
have gone unheeded.

When the average factory worker sees
his earnings fall, as they did in 1945, from
$47.50 to $40.77, in a few months, while
the cost of living erept upward, is it any
wonder that he tries to protect the stand-
ard of living of himself and his family
by any legitimate means? Let the stat-
isticians tell him .fhat his wages were
still higher than in 1939; he remembers
that in 1939 there were 8,000,000 workers
unemployed, with poverty and suffering
in every corner of the land. He knows
that $47.50 buys many things for his
wife and children that $40 will not buy.

When the average worker sees the cost
of living rise, as it did in 1946, by 15 per-
cent in a few months, while his earnings
rose only half as much, is it any wonder
that he looks to a second round of wage
increases to restore his lost purchasing
power? Critics of workers’ wage de-
mands may tell him to wait for prices to
come down, but he knows that he lives
today by what his wages will buy today.

Last year, the coal miners were severely
criticized on the floor of the Senate for
demanding, through collective bargain-
ing, a health and welfare fund. Since
then, we have seen the tragedy of Cen-
tralia. We have heard a report.by an
admiral of the Navy describing the
shocking neglect of health conditions in
many of the Nation’s mining communi-
ties. This comes as no surprise to those
of us who for years have advocated mod-
ern health and welfare legislation for this
country. But the Congress has neglected
to pass such legislation.

Is it any wonder that the miners strike
against such conditions? And what so-
lution is offered to the countiry? Noth-
ing to improve the health and welfare of
the miners, or to assure their safety; but
a prohibition is demanded against col-
lective bargaining for health and wel-
fare funds. As though that would in-
sure industrial peace.

Today, the American workman hears
on every hand rumors of pending “re-
cession” or “depression.” He hears it
freely predicted that unemployment will
rise—but maybe “only a few million.”
Is it any wonder if he takes the short
view, if he demands increased earnings
now, when industry is earning fabulous
profits, rather than wait for the fulfill-
ment of shadowy promises when prices
come down? And businessmen, too, al-
though profits are now high, ask them-
selves how long it will last, and whether
they will be able to pay next year the
wage increases they grant now. And
what solution is offered to us? Nothing
to forestall depression; nothing to stabi-
lize our economy, or tocushion the shocks
of depression when it comes; nothing to
broaden or strengthen the protection
against unemployment, sickness, or the
poverty of old age. Merely a fruitless
effort to blame all our postwar ills on the
workers of the Nation; merely a reck-
less attack on the so-called monopoly of

labor; merely a program to hamstring
the unions and weaken their efforts to
bargain collectively for what they can-
not secure individually. As though that
would insure industrial peace.

This is the central issue in manage-
ment-labor relations. Management is
uncertain of the future of demand, ap-
prehensive c€ high costs and high prices,
fearful of committing itself to produc-
tion, price and wage policies based on
sustained demand. Labor is insecure in
the face of rising living costs and
shrunken purchasing power, fearful that
& recession may lead to unemployment.
There are the basic causes of industrial
disputes, and in this sense, full employ-
ment with maximum production and
purchasing power should be both the ob-
jective and the solution of management-
labor relations.

Nearly a year ago, in addressing the
Senate when the Case bill was under con-
sideration, I pointed out that the ordeal
of war is invariably followed by a pain-
ful period of reconversion to peace. I
reminded the Senate that the years 1919
and 1920 were filled with labor strife
and economic disorder. As a matter of
fact, there were nearly as many strikes,
involving nearly as many workers in 1919
as in 1945-46, although the number of
workers organized in unions was far
smaller. I pointed out that if we had
been wise and more foresighted, we would
have profited by that hard lesson. We
would have provided means for helping
labor to reconvert to postwar conditions
as we provided liberal means, at the cost
of billions of dollars to the Government,
for helping business to reconvert.

But we did not. On the contrary, with
haste that was reminiscent of the regime
of so-called normaley in the 1920’s, we
cast aside our responsibility for an or-
derly return to a peacetime economy.
While we were still in the throes of in-
dustrial strife over wages, we ignored
the President’s warnings and proceeded
to cripple price control beyond recogni-
tion and beyond recovery. It is not my
purpose here to retrace the dreary his-
tory of the collapse of price control.
When it became evident that control was
fatally weakened by the action of the
Congress, goods were withheld from the
market in the expectation that they
would command higher prices later on.
Black-market operators became bolder.
It became evident that controls were no
longer workable and the President reluc-
tantly ordered them abandoned.

What happened then was the most un-
restrained burst of price increases that
we have any record of in this country.
The cost of living shot up 15 percent in
6 months—two and one-half times as
much as in the preceding 3 years.
Wholesale prices rose 25 percent in the
same 6 months—nearly three times as
much as in the preceding 3 years. Not
only meat—which some people seem to
regard as a luxury in this land of plenty—
but bread and milk, and clothing prices,
rose sharply. Bread is up 35 percent in
a year; milk 25 percent; and clothing
20 percent. Incomes did not rise as fast,
so there was nothing for people to do
but to buy less. Now we see the result:
8 percent less food is being bought now
than a year ago; 10 to 15 percent less
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milk; 15 percent less clothing and other
soft goods. By wrecking price con-
trol, we have literally taken food out of
the mouths of our people.

I remember the prophecies of those
who argued for abandoning controls.
“Let prices go,” they said. “They will go
up for a while, and then come down as
supply catches up with demand.” Well,
supplies are at an all-time high and so
are prices. Half of the prophecy was
right. When controls were lifted, prices
did go up, faster than they had ever
gone up before, and then they went up
some more. And while wages were rising
slowly, in hopeless pursuit of relief from
high prices, profits soared as never before
in time of peace.

Let those who. would try to blame the
price increases on labor's modest wage
gains have a look at the profit state-
ments of the various industrial corpora-
tions. The profits of the last part of
1946 show that it was not wages that
sent prices up. The profits of indus-
trial corporations before taxes in the
fourth quarter were approximately one-
third of the wages of all industrial
workers. Now add to all this the fact
that the profits in the first quarter of
1947 are so much larger than those of
1846 that conservative business journals
have referred to them as embarrassing.

As the consequence of these fantastic
increases in prices and profits, we are
now faced with the threat of recession.
In his economic report to the Congress
in January, the President said:

Chief among the unfavorable factors is
the marked decline in real purchasing power
of great numbers of consumers. resulting
from the large price increases In the second
half of last year. Maximum production and
employment this year would yield a sub-
stantial increase in the available supply of
consumer goods and services, especially in
the area of durable goods. This requires
higher real purchasing power to take the
gocds off the market.

If prices and wage adjustments are not
made—and made soon enough—there is dan=
ger that consumer buying will falter, ordera
to manufacturers will decline, production
will drop, and unemployment will grow un=
less consumers resort to large additional bor=
rowing and use of past savings to buy the
increased supply of goods. These temporary
expedients are limited in power and even if
avallable would merely postpone the day
of reckoning.

Recently he has repeated that warn-
ing in even more emphatic terms. Busi-
nessmen are repeating it to each other,
as they wait for the storm to break.
And yet prices continue to rise.

Should we expect American workmen
to sit supinely by and fail to assert their
rights? Indeed no. That is not the way
of a free people. Workers have sought
through their unions to redress their
grievances through collective bargaining.
They have asked for increased wages to
meet increased prices and costs of living.
As the worker sees the situation, indus-
try, after a long period of high prices,
had bulging treasuries while labor was
being forced to live on a thin diet due to
lack of adequate wages.

Yet, in seeking to find relief from some
of these problems, labor is attacked by
some groups as unpatriotic; labor is be-
ing denounced as a vicious monopoly
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seeking to disrupt and destroy our Amer-
ican system ard substitute in its stead
labor dictatorship.

But I tell the Senate this is a misread-
ing of the facts. The danger to free en-
terprise in our country comes not from
labor but from misguided industrial
management which fails to recognize and
improve its human relations with the
public—that is its workers and its custo-
mers as human beings.

As long ago as 1938, the editorial
columns of Fortune magazine preached a
pretty good sermon on this subject.
That magazine pointed out that Ameri-
can business, while asserting its rights,
has been overlooking some of its respon-
sibilities. In the June 1938 issue of For-
tune magazine, I find the following:

The fact is that in operating the capi-
talist economy, American business has con-
sistently misappropriated the principles of
democracy. American business has made
use of those pricciples to its own enormous
profit, bu‘ it has failed entirely to grasp the
social implications of its profit making. As
representing the capitalist economy, buziness
has an obligation to build a workable eco-
nomic system. But by 1832, it was evident
that it had failed to do this. It had failed,
and it has since failed to provide them
with a livelihood. to say nothing of demo-
cratic opportunity. And in so failing it has
created a class of persons for whom income
and sustenance are more immediately im-
portant than the preservation of those po-
litical assumptions upon which business
grew 10 power.

S0, in the break-down of the economics ot
free capitalism, business is confronted with
a realistic political fact: Namely that a ma-
Jority of the American people, with the
penniless third as a nucleus, are beginning
to measure the virtue of their Government
mainly in terms of the guaranties it makes
concerning their income. * * *

‘The path ahead of American business is
indeed a narrow path but it is perfectly
clear. If the principles of democracy and of
private enterprise are to be preserved, it is
evident that private enterprise must admit
into its affairs, as representative of the peo-
ple, a government profoundly concerned
with the successful operation of the economic
system.

It should in the "uture be the object of
business not to obstruct Government inter-
vention at any cost, tut to see to it that the
intervening Government is enlightened in
economic matters,

Commenting on the foregoing editorial
from Fortune, the Washington Daily
News of May 24, 1938, said:

Even though Fortune will be charged with
being a traitor to its class and with picking
on a sick man, we think that the more of
those in business who read the article, the
better it will be.

Business in this country today is divided
into two groups. One, and unfortunately the
smaller, has come to realize that the world
does move; that the only thing certain in life
is change; that we are 20 years behind Eng-
land for example, in uccepting such prin-
ciples as collective bargaining and social
security, and Lhat to go against the tide is to
drown. The other is the nostalgle delega-
tion, dreaming of the good old days, yearn-
ing for the high-collared past, hating Roose-
velt but not realizing that Roosevelt after
all is just a potent sign of the times, and
serving on the committees that write the
resolutions at the annual meetings of the
United States Chamber of Commerce.

If the first group could only get busy and
vocal to the extent of selling the second
that it's time to wake up, the futile fight be-
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tween business and government might be
turned into an harmonious advance toward
better days and finer democracy.

But, Mr. President, instead of recog-
nizing the need of sound labor-manage-
ment relations and aiding in the
strengthening of the bargaining proc-
esses which have been set up in this
country, there are some in this country,
aided and abetted by the National Manu-
facturers Association, seeking to encour-
age the passage of drastic labor laws
which will crush, or at least seriously
cripple, labor organizations. While we
see these forces at work, we also observe
the continued advance of industrial con-
centration and dangerous monopolistic
practices which threaten our system of
free enterprise.

As the Federal Trade Commission stat-
ed on July 1, 1946, to the House Small
Business Committee:

In the opinion of the Commission, the
present, and still growing, concentration of
economiec power in the United States consti-
tutes today's greatest domestic challenge to
the American theory of competitive enter-
prise, and, along with it, 21l that is embodied
in the meaning of the somewhat intangible.
but nonetheless real, meaning of “the Amer-
ican way of life” and “freedom of economic
enterprise.” * * * Large corporate con-
solidations make cooperation within each
industry or trade group easier and lead in-
evitably to cartel organizations in America
as well as Europe. * * * We.do not have
to wait years (when.it may be too late to
take corrective action) for a practical demon-
stration of the effects of cartelization on our
economic and political life. The experience
in Europe, which will be repeated here if
monopoly 1s not adequately controlled, is
spread on the record for all to see. The
story of the supergovernment of I. G. Farben
is a good example of what can happen here.

Also private supergovernment in industry
leads almost Inevitably to political super-
government,

Let me cite a few facts, as reported to
the Senate Small Business Committee,
on how far concentration of economic
control had gone prior to the outbreak
of the war:

1. The 45 largest transportation corpora-
tions owned 92 percent of all the transpor-
tation facilities of the country.

2. The 40 largest public-utility corpora-
tions owned more than 80 percent of the
public-utility facilities.

3. The country’s 20 largest banks held 27
percent of the total loans and investments of
all the banks.

4. The largest life-insurance companies
accounted for over 81.5 percent of all the
assets of all life-insurance companies.

5. The 200 largest nonfinancial corpora-
tions owned about 56 percent of all the assets
of all the nonfinancial corporations in the
country. i

6. One-tenth of 1 percent of all the corpo-
rations owned 52 percent of the total corpo-
rate assets.

7. One-tenth of 1 percent of all the corpo-
rations earned 60 percent of the total cor-
porate assets.

8. Less than 4 percent of all the manufac-
turing corporations earned 84 percent of all
the net profits of all manufacturing
corporations.

9. No less than 33 percent of the total
value of all manufactured products was pro-
duced under conditions where the four larg-
est producers of each individual product ac-
counted for over 75 percent of the total
United States output.
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10. More than 57 percent of the total value
of manufactured products was produced
under conditions where the four largest pro-
ducers of each product turned out over 50
percent of the total United States output

11. One-tenth of 1 percent of all the firms
in the country in 1939 employed 500 or more
workers and accounted for 40 percent of all
the nonagricultural employment in the
country.

12, In manufacturing, 1.1 percent ot all
the firms employed 500 or more workers and
accounted for 48 percent of all the manu-
facturing employment in the country.

13. One-third of the industrial-research
personne! were employed by 13 companies.
Two-thirds of the research workers were
employed by 140 companies, and the remain-
ing third were employed by 1,582 concerns.
About 150,000 industrial corporations were
without research laboratories,

These statistics are found in the report
of the Smaller War Plants Corporation
to the Senate Special Committee To
Study Problems of American Small Busi-
ness, entitled “Economic Concentration
and World War I11.”

This concentration was still further’
increased during the war years. In 1938
firms with less than 50 employees ac-
counted for but 34 percent of all the em-
ployees of American trade and industry
and for 30 percent of the dollar value
of the total pay roll. By 1943 the share
of these small firms had shrunk to 25
percent of all employees and 19 percent
of the total pay roll. On the other
hand, in 1939 firms with over 1,000 em-
ployees accounted for 30 percent of the
total employment and 36 percent of the
total pay roll of American trade and
industry.

By 1943 these figures had risen to 44
and 53 percent, respectively. The re-
port of the Smaller War Plants Corpo-
ration which I referred to a moment ago
states:

It is clear that during the war these large
companies have come to dominate not only
American manufacturing but the entire
economy as A Whole.

And now big business is using its war-
increased strength to attain still greater
concentration of power. As recently re-
ported by the Federal Trade Commission,
over 1,800 formerly independent com-
petitive firms in the manufacturing and
mining industries with assets valued at
$4,100,000,C00 have disappeared as a
result of mergers and acquisitions since
1940.

The merger movement—

Says the report—
has been particularly pronounced since VJ-
day. In the fourth quarter of 1945 it reached
the highest level in the last decade and a

half, and the trend is continuing at a rela-
tively high level.

The Federal Trade Commission report
goes on to say:

One of the outstanding characteristics of
the current merger movement lies in the
fact that most of the actions have consisted
of the acquisition of small companies by
large corporations.

In this connection, Mr. President, there
appeared in the Washington Post this
morning an article discussing the same
subject. I refer to a column by Mr.
Marquis Childs, which I ask to have
printed in the Recorp at this point in
my remarks.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

GROWTH OF INDUSTRIAL MONOPOLY
(By Marquis Childs)

The visitor from Mars—and if we accept
the word of our more romantic scientists, he
may be here any day now—Iis bound to find
many puzzling contradictions on our troubled
planet. Here in the United States he is cer-
tain to be confused by the way in which the
word ‘monocpoly” is bandied back and forth.

It figures iargely in the drive for restric-
tive labor legislation., The National Assocla-
tion of Manufacturers is spending a great
deal of money on advertisements hitting at
industry-wide bargaining. The public is
being told that this is a monopoly of a little
cligque of labor leaders.

But, curiously enough, at the same time,
we find the NAM growing red in the face with
anger at anyone who dares to say that mo-
nopoly in the ownership of business 1s grow-
ing at a new and accelerated pace. It is only
“left-wingers” and “collectivists” who would
dare to say such a thing.

Specifically, Earl Bunting, head of NAM,
attacks a report issued by the Federal Trade
Commission. Now, the Federal Trade Com-
mission is a respectable old-line agency that
existed long befora the New Deal was ever
heard of, Yet Bunting interprets the report
as sinister evidence that the FTC has been
captured by “left-wingers.”

The NAM president has chosen an odd
way to refute the FTC report on the growth
of monupoly. He, or his economists for him,
takes the number of corporations that have
been absorbed by merger since 1940 and com-
pares it with the total number of business
firms. Thus he reaches the conclusion that,
at this rate, it would take a thousand years
to monopolize American industry and there-
fore we are perfectly safe.

In so doing, he ignores the major con-
clusion of the report. That was the fact
that the 1,800 companies which were merged
with larger companies represented 5 percent
of the total value of all manufacturing cor-
porations. Most of those mergers took place
in the last 2 or 3 years.

The total number of companies is not the
important point. The important point is
that 6 percent, which is not to be derided as
the bogey of left-wingers and collectivists,
Five percent is a sizable chunk of our econ-
omy. The threat of merger and absorption
is a very real one to thousands of smaller
businesses throughout the country.

Name calling is so silly and futile. It is
always the last resort of a man with a bad
case or & bad conscience,

Senator JosgpH C. O'MaHoONEY, of Wyo-
ming, is no left-winger. He has been fighting
for +he past 10 years to keep the free-enter-
prise system free by keeping it competitive.
He has had the courage to say that the giant
corporations are In reality collectivism—a
kind of private socialism. And being wise in
the ways of prlitics and human behavior, he
knows that private socialism will sconer or
later in a democracy become public socialism.

O'ManoNeY and Representative ESTEs
KErFaUuvER, of Tennessee, have a bill before
Congress which would stop one of the loop-
holes in our antitrust laws. The law, as it
stahds today, says that one corporation may
not acquire the stock of another where that
would help to create a monopoly. It says
novhing about acquiring the physical assets—
plants and machines—of another corporation.

Most of the mergers in recent years have
been by the latter method. The O’Mahoney-
Eefauver bill would close that gap.

If Congress is going to attack the labor
monopoly by law, as the NAM wants, then
Congress cannot very well ignore the monop-
oly that exists In many fields of business.
There seems to me to be little point in argu-
ing which monopoly came first. Industry-
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wide bargaining may have grown up because
of the existence of industry-wide trade as-
sociations and industry-wide price-fixing.
But like the argument over which came first,
the chicken or the egg, this is irrelevant.

“Now is the time,” sald NAM President
Bunting, “to clean out the system changers
from the temple of government.” As Sena-
tor O'MaHONEY sees it, the system changers
are those who would monopolize all business
and thereby prepare the way for the all-
dominant state.

Mr. MURRAY, Nearly three-fourths
of the total number of firms which have
disappeared since 1940 have been ab-
sorbed by larger corporations with assets
of more than $5,000,000. The Federal
Trade Commission report concludes:

The figures indicate conclusively that the
major impetus behind the current merger
movement had been the desire of giant cor-
porations to consolidate their wartime gains
and to expand the scope of their domination
through acquisitions of smaller, independent
enterprise.

It is this type of monopoly, not the so-
called labor monopoly, which is the great
menace now confronting our free-enter-
prise system.

On February 17, 1947, on the floor of
the Senate, this menace to our country
was commented on by the able Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. O'MaHONEY ] in con-
nection with pending legislation seeking
to protect our free-enterprise system,
when he said:

Everybody agrees that the concentration of
economle power is a menance to what we
popularly call the American way of life, but
the concentration of economic power pro-
ceeds year by year, month by month, and
even day by day.

The magazine America, a publication
noted for its fairness and impartiality in
treating public questions, under date of
April 26, 1947, says:

When you stop to think of it, this is an
astonishing phenomenon in a country whose
businessmen worship at the shrine of free en-
terprise and whose legislators are never too
busy to spare time for the problems of small
business. It is doubly astonishing these days
when there is so much righteous talk in in-
dustrial circles about the huge labor monop-
olies which are strangling the country, and
so much fear about the spread of collectivism
abroad. Ycu would think that this com-
petition-conscious country would be excep-
tionally sensitive right now to the first faint
signs of monopoly, that the press would be
alert to expose and condemn the slightest
tendency toward anticompetitive amalgama-
tions, that politicians would be trust-busting
up and down the Middle West as in days gone
by, raising the specter of Wall Street.

Mr. President, I think it is clear that
if labor has become *‘big” it is not for the
purpose of destroying our American sys-
tem and substituting in its stead a labor
dictatorship. On the contrary, labor
has been obliged to grow in size and
strength in order to survive—in order to
cope with big business and to maintain
democratic rights for workers in in-
dustry.

Mr. President, this is a subject which
has been before the country for many
years. Back in 1938, when we were going
through a recession, the magazine For-
tune made a study of the problem of
the growth of monopoly in America and
pointed out the great dangers which
confronted us in this field. An article
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on the subject is found in Fortune maga-
zine for June 1938, entitled “Business
and Government.” It proposes that the
trend should be reversed and that means
should be found to bring about a de-
centralization of business in the United

States. It reads as follows:

BUSINESS AND GOVERNMENT—A DIVISION OF
INDUSTRY INTO SMALLER UNITS MIGHT
RESULT IN SOME SURPRISING PROFITS
In the progress nf mankind there are times

for everything. There was a time for the
Dark Ages. another for the Renaissance, an-
other for an Industrial revolution. There was
a time for the bullding of America, for the
creatlon of bigger markets and bigger pay
rolls, and, Inevitably, bigger industrial units.
And that is our time. In our time men
have been conditloned to the ldea of big-
ness. They believe that to grow big is almost
of necessity to progress. They believe that
the expansion of American enterprise neces-
sarily involves the corporate expansion of
its units. And they are taught that the
corporate expansion of the units should re-
sult in blgger profits, individually and to
the economy as a whole.

But it is possible to question this: not
that our time has been wrong, but that
it may be time for something else. It may
be time to reexamine our ideas of progress
in the lght of where we wish to go. It
may be time to weigh the notion that there
is some necessary. connection between eco-
nomic expansion and corporate bigness. It
may be time to wonder whether profits and
the national income would not be bigger
if the corporate units of industry were not
s0 big.

Consider what has been happening.

American business was founded upon the
principle of free competition, maintained
through free markets. But during the era
of bigness, when American business was, 0
to speak, winding up. the units of business
became so big that they developed a fear
of price wars; they dared not compete against
themselves, and no one dared to compete
against them. There consequently emerged
the superunits — well-defined industrial
groups whose members act in concert and
whose aim is not price competition but, on
the contrary, price stabilization. The efforts
of the superunit produce the reverse effect
of the competitive effort. When the mar-
ket falls off the superunit tries to keep prices
up. And often it does not consider it ad-
visable to lower prices until recovery actually
sets in.

Now, this technique of bigness, involving
the artificial control of prices and other
basic factors, is a collectivist technique.
And the operation of the collectivist tech-
nigue has created for business a precarious
situation. Business has carried collectivism
so far in its private affairs that its affairs are
no longer private, but by the bigness of their
impact, public. It is untenable, indeed, to
suppose that the policies of the steel industry
with regard to prices, production, and em-
ployment are strictly private matters. These
policies involve directly 570,000 employees,
$976,000,000 of annual pay rolls, and a &5,-
000,000,000 investment. They have reper-
cussions throughout most of business, affect-
ing at least remotely millions of people and
eventually the entire economy. But inas-
much as they impinge upon and invade the
sphere of public welfare, they impinge upon
and invade the functicns of Government,
By its very office, Government must inter-
vene. And the method of intervention which
is easiest and most obvious, and which was
encouraged during NIRA days by business-
men themselves, is the method of direct reg-
ulation—of price, for instance, of produc-
tion, of profit itself.

Thus collectivism in industry begets col-
lectivism in Government. And if this is not
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collectivism as practiced in the so-called col-
lectivist states, it is only a couple of theo-
retical steps removed from it. Carried to its
extreme, it means the downfall of the econ=
omy upon which American business has
been reared; the perversion of the demo-
cratic order; the destruction of the right to
risk and profit; and—all too easily—the loss
of those civil liberties that are at present
based upon the principle of the limitation
of governmental power.

Last month, in the New Deal: Second
Time Round, Fortune predicted that new
forces within the administration were about
to assert themselves. They began to assert
themselves, indeed, while the February is-
sue was on the presses, and they have since
become known as the New Deal's antimo-
nopoly program. From the beginning, the
precise nature of this program has been am-
biguous, and the purpose of the two business-
and-Government articles in this issue (What
Do They Mean: Monopoly? and Robert H.
Jackson) is to clear up the ambiguity as
far as possible. Whether the program will
result in any immediate moves it is impos-
sible to predict—indeed, it would seem that
the only prediction that can safely be made
concerning the New Deal at present is that
it will sooner or later have to spend a great
deal of money. But even if antimonopoly
is merely a program for the long pull; even
if its immediate results turn out to be noth-
ing more substantial than a congressional
investigation for the preparation of legisla-
tion and the streamlining of the antitrust
laws, it merits the attention of business,
For the basic purpose of the program is to
stop the progress of collectivism and to turn
business back to the democratic, competitive
order. Only thus, it is argued, can Govern-
ment also return to its original, democratic
principles. .

But here it Is necessary to state flatly that
any scheme to break down American indus-
try into smaller units must inevitably fail if
it cannot show a profit. This has been the
trouble all along with Government police-
manship. It is true that businessmen must
operate within the limitations of the public
welfare; but they must also and simulta-
neously operate within the limitations of the
profit-and-loss statement. The businessman
is of necessity uncooperative toward those
regulations that d'sregard the logic of profits,
or that limit so severely (and he might add,
unfairly) the possibility of profits that the
capital with which he is entrusted is in
danger. This is a principle that men sitting
in their offices in Washington are prone to
underrate, with the result that the laws they
promulgate cause misunderstanding, fear,
uneasiness, resentment, and elaborate eva-
sions that reach the goal—i, e., profit—by
devious and even underground means,

But with this point firmly in mind it is
permissible to inquire whether business could
conceivably profit by a transformation of
itself. And the answer, of necessity perfunc-
tory within the present limitations of space,
would seem to be that some of it could. If
the winding-up process of the last 70 years
has been an extremely profitable process,
there is no reason to suppose that an un-
winding process could not be profitable too.
Indeed, the greatest obstacle in visualizing
the possibilities inherent in such a reversal
of the economy would seem to lie chiefly
in a habit of mind that has conditioned every
businessman to think of mergers as inevi-
tably more profitable than the sum of their
constituent units.

There Is no question but that this has
often proved to be true. The making of a
merger on paper is one of the most exciting
games in the world just becausc the potential
increase in profit is enormous, Comparative
balance sheets show that inventorles, cash,
and fixed-asset requirements for one big com-
pany would be considerably less than for
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several small ones. Expenses can be slashed
everywhere—on paper. Managements can
be unified, buying can be done in quantity,
distribution can be made more efficient. It
all yields wonderful copy for the prospectus
writer. But the enthusiast forgets how many
mergers have failed to work, and how many
more have succeeded only after 10 or 15
yeras of disappointing earnings. In 1919
Arthur 8. Dewing examined 35 industrial
mergers and showed that, after 10 years of
operations, the average earnings of 22 of them
were less than the previous combined earn-
ings of their constituent units, Only four
of them realized promoters’ estimates in their
first year of operation, and only two of these
kept the record unblemished for 10 years.
Dewing's table is too old to be taken liter-

ally today, and unhappily the depression’

makes a fair examination of recent mergers
extremely difficult. But the principle s
clear that few mergers do what they are sup-
posed to do. There may be water in the
capitalization. Management trouble may
develop; management loses contact, becomes
impersonalized and confused, indulges in
grandiose schemes and unprofitable ap-
pendages. Almost certainly some of the
units develop losses, and these are carried for
years because of some special situation in
the capital structure, or because the com-
pany is obligated, or maybe just because the
management refuses to admit defeat. These
losing units suck up the earnings. The re-
turn on invester capital dwindles from a
projected 10 percent to 5, to 3. maybe to less
than 1; and if in the meantime a big funded
debt has been acquired, the company may
become ossified—a problem child of the ex-
pansion economy.

In an accompanying article the prob-
lem of bigness 18 discussed from the point
of view of Government, and the various
schemes there suggested for breaking up
bigness are Government schemes. But the
theme here is not that of Government,
but of business. And the standard here sug-
gested Is simply the profit standard. If
American industry should undertake to un-
wind itself it would naturally begin with
the wunprofitable enterprises. Speaking
theoretically, there seems to be no good rea-
son why General Motors, for example, should
be in the business of vacuum cleaners and
the business of electric refrigerators, besides
the automobile business. But General Mo-
tors makes a handsome profit, and hence,
strictly from the business point of view, the
burden of proof lies on him who argues that
it ought to be broken up. On the other
hand, there are a number of big combines
that have not shown decent earnings for
years. Their preferred stocks may be In
arrears from $20 to $60; they yield nothing
to the Investor; their very size 1s a liability.
Companies in this fix are hereby invited to
examine themselves, to see whether every-
body concerned would not profit if they were
unmerged into their constituent parts.

Not as a concrete example, but merely to
illustrate the general point, imagine a com-
bine, A, simplified by the absence of funded
debt. Suppose that it is susceptible to a
logical dissolution into three moderate-sized
operating companies, B, C, and D. Suppose
that the most profitable enterprises are put
into B, the medium ones and the losers into
C and D. The original shareholders in this
event receive three certificates for their old
one, the B certificate representing an ex-
tremely prosperous enterprise, the C and D
certificates representing speculative ones.
Buppose that both of these speculations fail
and that the C and D certificates become
worthless. Nevertheless it is almost inevita-
ble that the B certificate will be worth
moere than the original A stock. In actual
practice, of course, C and D might be set
up with speclal considerations, so that they
would not be certain losses, but outside
chances, The correct determination of such
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factors would be a question of proper
balance.

But besides a profit to shareholders, there
would be other profits,. Management would
profit in that young men, up till then sub-
merged under a hierarchy, might be given
the chance of their lives at the head of the
speculative C and D companies. And the
chances of survival for these companies
would thereby be improved. Wall Street it-
self would profit, for Wall Street would get
the commissions on the reorganization and
the reshuffling of the securities. And finally
the national economy would profit, for if C
or D goes bankrupt, bad investments have
thereby been liguidated with the least pos-
sible disruption to business as a whole.

This Simon-simple A-B-C-D example 18
not put forward as a concrete suggestion, but
as an illustration of the principle that a re-
democratization of industry would not have
to be done at a total loss. Moreover, it is
important to make firm note of two points.
The precgram suggested here is not aimed at
bigness per se. The error of bigness does not
lie In the gross sales, but In the net func-
tions, How big does a business have to be to
operate efficiently? The answer, of course,
varies with every specific case, and in every
industry. As a general rule, whenever a busi-
ness can look into itself honestly and find
that its shareholders would profit by a dis-
solution, then maybe it is too big. And as a
general ideal, there should be enough units
in every industry to preserve the competitive
character of that industry pricewise. But
these are highly theoretical considerations
and would take years to work out. It has
taken 70 years to bulld business up to its
present collectivist peak. It might take 70
years to build another industrial order, the
basically democratic order here suggested.
The unwinding process would, of course, be
enormously complicated by funded debts, de-
bentures, preferred equities, minorities, and
a thousand and one variations of each. But
it i1s safe to say that if American business
wanted to move in this direction it could move
in this direction. And it is safe to say that,
if accomplished by private initiative, the un-
building might be highly profitable, and
might indeed stimulate an actuzl expansion
of business and an Increase in the national
income, comparable to the expansions and
increases of the past.

If, on the other hand, businessmen wait
for the United States marshal to grab them
by the collar, the reformation of the economy
is not apt to be healthy. In that event, the
unbuilding process will simply degenerate
into a dog fight in the courts. The same old
cycle will establish itself. Government will
sue, courts will hedge, Congress will legis-
late, and business will evade. And mean-
while what happens to the national income is
all too easy to guess.

But, if, finally, neither business nor Gov-
ernment makes any moves whatever in the
direction of breaking down industry into
smaller, more compact, more mobile, and
better earning units; if bigness is allowed to
remain as the standard concept of the
economy: then the American businessman,
and the American politico, and in short all
American citizens, must prepare themselves
for a different order of things; an order in
which the powers of Government are not
limited; in which the right to risk-and-
profit is not clear; and in which the making,
the selling, and even the buying of the prod-
ucts of the biggest show in history are all
mysteriously directed from ahbove.

Mr. President, the figures quoted in
the Fortune article from which I have
just read have greatly increased for the
period between 1938 and 1947.

Mr, President, at the hearings on the
pending bill Hon, Harold E. Stassen,
former Governor of Minnesota, and one
of the leading Republican candidates for



1947

the Presidency, who probably is one of
the best informed men in the country on
labor, protested against legislation which
might break down labor. He pointed out
that in our economy, labor must be main-
tained in a strong position in order to
cope with industry and prevent a lower-
ing of standard- of living, and ultimate
collapse and unemployment, He recog-
nized, as we all do, that there is need
for some legislation to correct abuses and
to limit excessive powers, but he pointed
out that we must not go too far. In-
stead of quoting his exact language from
the record of the hearings, as it appears
on pages 559, 570, 572, 575, and 576 of
the hearings, I shall simply point out that
on Tuesday, as I recall, the Senator from
Florida [Mr. PeppER] read into the Rec-
ORD in the course of his remarks numer-
ous extracts from the testimony given by
Mr. Stassen before the committee, so I
shall not undertake to repeat those por-
tions of his testimony at this time.

Mr. President, the wage patterns and
the price patterns of American industry
are determined, not by small business,
but by the giants of industry—Big Steel,
the Big Four meat-packing companies,
the Big Three auto companies, and so
forth—and by the small but powerful
group of men who control them. We
cannot leave industry big and make labor
small without endangering the gains for
which labor has fought for many decades,
and for which our country is justiy proud.

In this connection, I wish to comment
briefly on the position taken by certain
Senators who wish to prohibit industry-
wide or area-wide collective bargaining,
a position which the Labor Committee
has wisely opposed. Industry-wide or
area-wide bargaining is not a novel idea
or even a New Deal innovation. Ex-
amples can be found as far back as the
1880’s. It exists in one form or another
in such important industries as the rail-
roads, coal mining, shipping, shipbuild-
ing, and hosiery.

There are two basic reasons-for its de-
velopment. One I have already indi-
cated—namely, the ever-increasing con-
centration of American industry and
business and the need for labor to achieve
a bargaining position on a par with that
of capital. The other reason is the nat-
ural desire of labor to standardize wages
and working conditions throughout an
industry or area in order to prevent work
standards from being undermined by the
marginal employers. Here let me quote
from the testimony given by Governor
Stassen before the Labor Committee:

Clearly in some industries this is the only
basis on which negotiations can be success-
fully conducted. One group of producers
cannot very well make a change in working
conditions unless their competitors are to
make the same change. If we break up this
bargaining it will also tend to cause labor to
select some particular segment of a closely
related industry, probably a weak segment,
to make its test. This segment in turn will
practically be prevented from reaching a set-
tlement unless it is certain that its competi-
tors will reach the same settlement. The
result would appear to me to be more chaotic
than even those we have experienced in the
last year.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Will
the Senator from Montana yield so that
there may be a quorum call preceding the
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joint meeting with the House of Repre-
sentatives? The Senator will be recog-
nized when the Senate returns to its
Chamber.
Mr. MURRAY. 1 yield for that pur-
pose.
JOINT MEETING OF THE TWO HOUSES—
ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT OF
MEXICO

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Un-
der the order heretofore made the Sen-
ate was to recess at 12:15 o'clock today
for the purpose of enabling Senators to
attend the joint meeting with the House
of Representatives, but it is necessary
that the Senate recess at 12:10 o’clock
instead of 12:15, and, without objection,
the order will be amended accordingly.

The Chair announces that immediate-
ly after the joint meeting is concluded
Senators will immediately return to the
Senate Chamber, and the consideration
of the pending business will be resumed.
The Senator from Montana will be rec-
ognized. In the meantime, the Chair
thinks a quorum should be called.

Mr. WHERRY. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:
Alken

The

Hatch O'Conor

Baldwin Hawkes O’Dantel
Ball Hayden O'Mahoney
Barkley Hickenlooper Overton
Brewster Hill Pepper
Bricker Hoey Reed
Bridges Holland Revercomb
Buck Ives Robertson, Va.
Bushfield Jenner Robertson, Wyo.
Butler Johnson, Colo. Russell
Byrd Johnston, 8. C. Saltonstall
Cain Eem Smith
Capehart Kilgore Sparkman
Capper Knowland Stewart
Chavez Langer Taflt
Connally Lodge Taylor
Cooper Lucas Thomas, Okla,
Cordon McCarran Thomas. Utah
Donnell McCarthy Thye
Downey McClellan Tydings
Dworshak MeFarland Umstead
Eastland McGrath Vandenberg
Ecton McEellar Watking
Ellender McMahon Wherry
Ferguson Magnuson Wiley
Flanders Malone Wiliams
Fulbright Millikin Wilson
George Moore Young
Green Murray
Gurney Myers

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the

Senator from Illinois [Mr. Brooks] is
absent by leave of the Senate to attend
the funeral of his law associate.

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MarTIN] is absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl
and the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. ToBeY] are necessarily absent.

Mr.LUCAS. Iannounce that the Sen-
ator from South Carolina [Mr. May-
Bank] is absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
WacenER] is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Eighty-eight Senators having answered
to their names, a quorum is present.

In accordance with the order hereto-
fore entered, th= Senate will now stand
in recess, and proceed to the Hall of the
House of Representatives for the joint
meeting with the House to receive the
President of the United Mexican States.

4355

Senators will return to the Senate Cham-
ber immediately after the ceremony.

Thereupon (at 12 o’clock and 10 min-
utes p. m.) the Senate, preceded by the
Secretary (Carl L. Loeffler), the Ser-
geant at Arms (Edward F. McGinnis),
and the President pro tempore, proceeded
to the Hall of the House of Representa-
tives to greet and to listen to the address
to be delivered by Hon. Miguel Aleman,
President of the United Mexican States.

(For the address delivered by the
President of MeZXico, see House proceed-
ings, p. 4378.)

At 1 o’clock and 3 minutes p. m. the
Senaie returned to its Chamber, and, the
recess having expired, was called to order
by the President pro tempore.

MEETING OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON
FOREIGN RELATIONS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On
Lehalf of the Senate Committee on For-
eign Relations, request is made that the
committee be permitted to sit tomorrow
morning during the session of the Sen-
ate. Without objection, the request is
granted.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
find it necessary to be absent from the
Senate tomorrow, and I ask that I may
be excused.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the order is made.

LABOR RELATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (8. 1126) to amend the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act, to provide
additional facilities for the mediation of
labor disputes affecting commerce, to
equalize legal responsibilities of labor
organizations and employers, and for
other purposes,

Mr, PEPPER.
of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

I suggest the absence

Alken Hatch O'Conor
Baldwin Hawkes O’Daniel
Ball Hayden O'Mahoney
Barkley Hickenlooper Overton
Brewster Hill Pepper
Bricker Hoey Reed
Bridges Holland Revercomb
Buck Ives Robertson, Va.
Bushfleld Jenner Robertson, Wyo.
Butler Johnson, Colo. Russell
Byrd Johnston, 8. C. Saltonstall
Cain Eem Smith
Capehart Kilgore Sparkman
Capper Knowland Stewart
Chavez Langer Taft
Connally Lodge Taylor
Cooper Lucas Thomas, Okla,
Cordon McCarran Thomas, Utah
Donnell MeCarthy Thye
Downey McClellan Tydings
Dworehak McFarland Umstead
Eastland McGrath Vandenberg
Ecton McEellar Watkins
Ellender McMahon Wherry
Ferguson Magnuson Whey
Flanders Mzalone Williams
Fulbright Millikin Wilson
George Moore Young
Green Murray
Gurney Myers

The PRESIDENT pro ftempore.

_ Eighty-eight Senators having answered

to their names, a quorum is present.
The question is on agreeing to the
amendment, as modified, proposed by the
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Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Batrl “or
himself and other Senators.

The Senator from Montana is recog-
nized.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, at the
time of the recess I was discussing the
situation in the country with reference
to centralization of business, growth of
monopoly, and the need to preserve labor
as a strong bargaining factor. I will
now proceed with a discussion of the
matters involved in the proposed legis-
lation, such as the problem of collee-
tive bargaining and Nation-wide bar-
gaining.

Mr. President, industry-wide or area-
wide collective bargaining has generally
worked well. A study by the Depart-
ment of Labor, Monthly Labor Review,
March 1947. reveals, for example, that
in the pressed- or blown-glassware in-
dustry, one of the branches of glass and
glassware having national bargaining,
no major strike throughout the industry
has occurred since collective bargaining
began with an employer’s association in
1888. Similar conditions have pre-
vailed in ‘he pottery industry since 1922.
The experience of other industries has
been equally satisfactory. Where labor
disputes have occurred, it has not been
because industry-wide or area-wide col-
lective bargaining is practiced but be-
cause of the basic economic conditions
to which I earlier referred. To elimi-
nate or prohibit this form of collective
bargaining would be to destroy the re-
sults of decades of experience and to run
counter to a natural development in-
herent in our American economy.

The labor laws which we now have,
with some appropriate improvements,
such as have heen suggested by the Pres-
ident, and in the minority report, can
accomplish everything necessary to
overcome our present labor difficulties.
Of course, Mr. President, the underly-
ing reasons, the basic causes of discon-
tent and unrest among the workers of
the country, must be eradicated. In his
state of the Union message, delivered to
the Congress January 6, 1947, the Pres-
ident recommended that—

We should enact legislation to correct cer-
taln abuses and to provide additional gov-
ernmental assistance in bargaining but we
should also concern ourselves with the basic
causes of labor-management difficulties.

The President went on to recommend
a four-point program to reduce indus-
trial strikes. Point 1 was the early en-
actment of legislation to prevent juris-
dictional strikes and certain kinds of
secondary boycotts, and to provide ma-
chinery for settling disputes concerning
the interpretation of co)lective agree-
ments through arbitration.

Point 2 was the extension of facilities
within the Department of Labor for as-
sisting collective bargaining.

Point 3 was the broadening of our pro-
gram of social legislation to alleviate
the causes of workers’ insecurity. In
this connection the President said:

The solution of labor-management diffi-
culties is to be found not only in legislation
dealing directly with labor relations but also
in a program designed to remove the causes
of insecurity felt by many workers in our
industrial society. * * * The Congress
should consider the extension and broaden=-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

ing of our social-security system, better hous-
ing, a comprehensive national health pro-
gram, and provision for a fair minimum wage.

Point 4 was the appointment of a com-~
mission to undertake a broad study of
the entire field of labor-management re-
lations.

The existing laws have been construed
in the courts over the years and have
become firmly embedded in our indus-
trial system. The laws being proposed
will simply create greater dissension and
confusion and lay the foundation for
endless litigation and bitterness between

Jabor and management. This was point-

ed out at the hearings by a number of
witnesses whose patriotism and standing
in the country cannot be questioned.
Such was the testimony of Gov. Harold
E. Stassen, candidate for the Republican
nomination for President of the United
States.

Mr. President, no one contends that
the labor laws of this country are per-
fect beyond need of improvement. I
voted for proper changes in the commit-
tee and will support changes that are
designed to correct any recognized weak-
nesses in our system of collective bar-
gaining.

But, Mr, President, these improve-
ments alone will not prevent the strikes
that we all fear—no, nor all the prohi-
bitions and boards and cooling-off pe-
riods and financial statements we can
devise. Mr. President, I am neither a
prophet nor the son of a prophet, but
I want the Recorp to show that I sin-

cerelv believe this bill will provoke more.

disputes than it will ever settle.

A year ago, in debating the Case bill,
the Senate was told:

The Benate of the United States could
much better afford to spend some time adopt-
ing amendments to the soclal-security laws
and to the safety laws * * * than to
sit here trylng to figure out ways of placing
strait-jacket restrictions upon free labor Iin
America.

Those are not my words, but the words
of the distinguished Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. Morse]l, one of the best in-
formed men on labor problems in the
United States. They are as true today
as when he uttered them.

Let us get down to the fundamentals
of industrial strife. What have we done
to improve labor-management relations
or remove the causes of strife?

Has the Congress made a move to ward
off the threat of depression? No, it has
not. The Joint Committee of the Con-
gress on the Economic Report found the
President’s warnings too controversial
and laid his message aside.

Has the Congress broadened and
strengthened our social-security and
health laws? It has not. The major-
ity party in Congress has been too much
preoccupied with a program designed to
make labor a scapegoat in the approach-
ing depression, for which it is responsible.

Has the Congress given genuine tax
relief to our workingmen? It has not.
It has been too busy trying to keep rash
political promises to big business and
war profiteers.

Has the Congress raised minimum
wages to bring them into line with 1947
living costs? It has not.
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Has the Congress enacted a housing
program which would give our people
adequate shelter? It has not.

Has the Congress made an attack on
the problems of real monopoly—the dan-
gerous concentration of economic power
and authority in the hands of a few who
seek to dictate the kind of labor laws we
should have? Of course the answer fo
that guestion is no. Economic concen-
tration is advancing day by day.

I ask that a very able discussion of this
matter by Robert E. Freer of the Federal
Trade Commission appearing in the
Washington Post of Monday, April 28,
1947, be printed in the REcorp at the close
of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
GraTH in the chair). Without objection,
it is so ordered.

(See exhibit A.)

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I think
I can confidently say without fear of
successful coniradiction that Congress
will not solve these problems of industrial
discord and strife until it first solves the
social and economic problems which are
the basic causes of labor disputes. It is
for this reason that the President has
called for a commission to study these
conditions before we attempt the enact-
ment of far reaching labor legislation.

Mr. President, the report of the Twen-
tieth Century Fund on Economic Trends
which has just been released, points out
that maintenance of our economic
strength, preservation of our social gains,
defense of our democratic system, and
success of our foreign policy depend upon
the continued growth of our productivity.
This in turn depends more upon intan-
gible, psychological factors than upon
physical ones. Thus it poses a problem
in the human relations of American in-
dustry. As a Nation we have spent bil-
lions of dollars on research in the physi-
cal sciences and have been well repaid
in technological progress, but we have
done comparatively little to develop the
social sciences that deal with human re-
lations and might guide us in finding the
true reactions of American workers and
consumers to this problem.

Mr. President, a business columnist,
Mr. C. P. Hughes, whose column ap-
peared in the business section of the New
York Times of Sunday, April 27, 1947,
made some serious comments on this
subject. He refers to the economic con-
ditions of 1920-37, comparing them to
the present conditions now threatening
deflation. He then goes on to say:

What our critics see at present is that busi-
ness which got into the dog house in 1932
and then retrieved itself so nicely by its war
record, is now in imminent danger of being
banished again. Business itself can raise the
cry against labor and the farmers and the
Government but it still cannot erase those
profits statements. Last week, however, the
labor-management agreements came through
which for a time appeared doubtful. The
steel settlement was followed by the auto-
mobile pact which will set the pattern for
the industry. Thus labor peace seems as-
sured in the basic industries in spite of pend-
ing legislation in Congress that stirs up
furious union resentment. ]

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.



1947

Mr. PEPPER. Has it not been the ob-
servation of the Senator from Montana
that, generally speaking, in view of the
fact that most of the strikes of impor-
tance occur over wages, when manage-
ment approaches the wage question in a
fair and conciliatory manner, as has fre-
quently been done in recent weeks by
some of the major industries, labor and
management can get together and we
can have industrial peace?

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, the
Senator from Florida is exactly correct.
That has been demonstrated time and
again, and I think recent negotiations
which have ended so satisfactorily to
both sides prove that what the Senator
just said is true.

The writer, to whom I referred a mo-
ment ago, also points out that the stakes
involved now are far greater than in the
period of 1920-37 by reason of the fact,
as he states it:

That the free-enterprise system here is en-
gaged in a final struggle against the rival
systems of totalitarianism and socialism.
The stalling tactics of Russia at the Moscow
Conference which has ended without results
are attributed with good reason to a Soviet
desire to await what happens here.

The columnist I have just mentioned
is a well-known and highly thought of
writer, a man of great ability, and a pro-
found student of economic problems. I
have been reading his column for many
years, and I regard him to be very sound
in his economic views.

Lower living costs, better and cheaper
housing, higher minimum wages, more
protection against unemployment and
the hazards of illness, accidents, and old
age—these are the basic remedies. Many
intelligent businessmen recognize this
and are calling for a more enlightened
program fo preserve our free-enterprise
system.

In the New York Times of April 2,
1947, 1 find the following statement:

In the grand ballroom of a big hotel in
Chicago last week various speakers warned a
meeting of the American Management Asso-
clation that the future of the free-enterprise
system depended upon business and in-
dustry improving their human relations with
the public: that is, with their workers and
their consumers as human beings. Top man-
agement was held to be fumbling the ball in
this important and difficult field. In the lob-
bies of the same hotel and in the nearby
business offices and streets of Chicago's
famous Loop, the nerve center of the great
Midwest industrial and agricultural regions
which come together there, this reporter
found strong support for such a view of the
current public relations of the American eco-
nomic system.

Mr. President, that is the consensus
of opinion of a group of businessmen
whose interest in the management-labor
problem cannot be doubted.

Mr. PEFPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. PEPPER. I am glad the Senator
from Montana referred to that enlight-
ened and forward-looking attitude on the
part of some businessmen. No doubt
their point of view is that business is
already enjoying the highest profits it
has ever gained in the Nation’s history,
and that if anything were done at the
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present time violently to affect the econ-
omy it would probably impair the very
unprecedented prosperity which now
prevails. Is not that the conclusion
drawn by the Senater from Montana?

Mr. MURRAY. That is my conclusion
drawn from my observatior of the situ-
ation and confirmed by the statement
published in the press in connection with
the management meeting held in Chi-
cago. There is a feeling among the
members of management associations
that something must be done to improve
the relations between management and
workers if we are to havz industrial peace
and high productivity, and a movement
exists among them to bring about such
improvement. I am satisfied that the
forward-looking men in industry realize
that if we are to have peace and prosper-
ity and high production it must come
about not by laws the purposes of which
are to hamstring and break down the
power of labor but by bringing about a
better understanding and better spirit
of cooperation between management and
labor.

Mr. PEPPER. Mor. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. PEPPER. Ii is admitted, I think
by everyone, that the legislation now
pending before the Senate represents a
violent departure from our past national
policy in the management-labor field. I
will ask the Senator if it is likely that
anyone today would advocate legislation
the effect of which would be to increase
the profits of management, which are
already at unprecedented heights, and
is it not almost inevitable that any vio-
lent change in the management-labor
policy of the country will not only add
to swollen profits but will inevitably beat
down the wages of the workers, dimin-
ish the purchasing power of the workers,
and contribute to the very depression
which the Russians as the Senator says,
are expecting in the American economy?

Mr. MURRAY. Certainly not; and
that seems to be the conclusion of all
reputable economists. It is the conclu-
sion of the Economic Council which has
been established by the Congress under
laws enacted last year. It seems to me
that no one can look at the situation
confronting our country today without
realizing that unless we curb the expan-
sion of monopoly, unless we make an
effort to bring about a better and more
equitable distribution of the proceeds of
industry, serious conditions will plague
us in the future. Undoubtedly if the
conditions which prevail today continue,
a serious recession, if not a serious de-
pression, will occur which will create a
very dangerous situation.

No fair-minded person can deny the
conclusions stated in the New York Times
article. What we need in this country
is an end to the struggle between labor
and capital for dominance. Only
through a spirit of cooperation will we
be able to overcome the dangerous
economic difficulties confronting the
country today.

Mr. President, let us act now to make
those amendments which are justified
and required and which the whole coun-
try will approve, and leave the question-
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able changes proposed for a more mature
study under the commission to be set up
as recommended by the President.

Many businessmen and a large section
of the conservative press see this as the
correct course to pursue. We cannot
afford to mix statesmanship with hys-
teria. We cannot approach the delicate
problem of labor relations in an atmo-
sphere of emotionalism and confusion,
Such a course was advocated by the Wall
Street Journal when similar radical leg-
islation was proposed in the Case bill,
which the President was forced to veto
last year. The Wall Street Journal, dis-
cussing the extreme provisions in the
Case bill, said:

None of the labor measures recently
brought forward deals at all thoroughly with
the fundamentals of national labor legisla-
tion. Any one of them, if enacted, would
leave Federal laws on the subject a patch-
work of inconsistent and partly conflicting
provisions for the courts to struggle with,
The real need is not of more law but of less.
Of simpler and more precisely expressed
statutes designed first of all to render men
and groups of men equal before the law.
Federal labor laws should be thoroughly re-
vised and codified. Until it is ready to
tackle that job in an atmosphere of relative
industrial peace, Congress would do well
not to legislate on labor.

Here we see one of the leading jour-
nals representing industry fearful that
Congress may attempt to go too far in the
field of labor legislation.

The truth of the Wall Street Journal
observations is exemplified by an edi-
torial appearing in the Evening Star of
Friday, April 25, 1947, pointing out the
lack of wisdom in the proposed abolish-
ment of the Conciliation Service and
setting up an independent agency in its
stead. That editorial states:

The reasons for this move are obscure,
One theory seéms to be that since the De-
partment of Labor is charged with the duty
of representing labor, a subordinate agency
of the Department cannot function fairly in
a mediatory role. Another argument is that
the present set-up brings the Government
into labor disputes in a partisan role.

Actually, however, no evidence has been
produced to show that the Conciliation Serv-
ice has functioned either as a prolabor or as
a political agency. On the contrary, there
is much tesiimony on the record from
spokesmen for management and !abor that
the Service as currently constituted has
functioned impartially and effectively. One
of the few recommendations upon which the
President’'s labor-management conference of
1946 could agree called for reorganization
of the United States Conciliation Service to
the end that it will be established as an
effective and completely impartial agency
within the Department.

The reorganization of the Service within
the Department has taken place; its effective~
ness is attested by the settlement of more
than 13,000 disputes last year, and there is
no complaint of partiality. So why take it
out of the Labor Department? Another pro-
posed change which deserves more scrutiny
is the provision for a 60-day waiting period
before a labor contract can be abrogated. At
best, the usefulness of this is dubious, and
many experienced negotiators believe that it
actually makes more difficult the adjust-
ment of disputes. * * *

The Conciliation Service has been doing a
good job. But Congress now is considering
a reduction in its funds and a complete
revamping of its organizational structure.
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That is from the Washington Star,
which is recognized as one of the lead-
ing independent newspapers of the
country.

In coneclusion, Mr. President, I wish
to reemphasize some of the points which
I have made in my remarks so far.

First, let me say no Senator on this
side of the aisle will dispute the propo-
sition that there is need of some correc-
tive legislation in the field of labor-
management controversy. The minority
members of the committee have set forth
in their statement of minority views the
provisions of the bill which they believe
to be constructive and acceptable. We
agree with the President that there is
need for an investigation of the whole
field of labor-management relations.
We believe that machinery should be set
up for procuring adherence to collective-
bargaining contracts. We think it is
fair to provide that it should be an unfair
labor practice for a union to interfere
in the designation of employer repre-
sentatives. We are of the view that
carefully drawn legislation restricting
jurisdictional strikes and unjustified sec-
ondary boycotts should be enacted. We
think that employers in dealing with
their employees are entitled to liberty of
speech, which does not under the cir-
cumstances contain any threat of re-
prisal or force or offer of benefit. We
believe that the clarification in the re-
lations between Federal and Statc labor
relations boards provided for in the bill
represents a wise solution to a difficult
problem. We recognize that there are
other provisions in the bill which, either
as they stand or with appropriate
amendment, would improve procedures
of collective bargaining.

The difficulties with the proposed bill
do not arise out of any belief that the
problems with which it deals are not
proper subjects for Federal legislation.
They go rather to the methods pro-
posed for dealing with those problems
and the remedies which are provided for
violations of the proposed legislation. I
think it is a serious mistake, for example,
to remove the Conciliation Service from
the Department of Labor. As I have
said, I see no need for such a proposal,
and I believe that it will have detri-
mental effects on the functions of the
Government’s mediation and conciliation
activities, The great vice of the bill now
before us is that while dealin;; with legiti-
mate problems it strikes down legitimate
rights and sets up illegitimate remedies.

I urge a more constructive approach to
this important national problem to the
end that we may bring about a spirit of
genuine cooperation and an end to the
senseless warfare between capital and
labor which is demoralizing our whole
economic system.

I urge that if we seek industrial peace
we should proceed to the enactment of
that character of legislation which is
soundly devised to remedy clearly estab-
lished abuses; legislation which will be
consistent with the protection of labor’s
hard-won rights of organization and
free collective bargaining.
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ExmipiT A
INDUSTRIAL MERGERS
(By Robert E. Freer)
DANGEROUS TREND TO MONOPOLY

(EprTor's Note.—Mr, Freer is a member of
the Federal Trade Commission and a trustee
of George Washington University.)

We have a declared public policy regarding
monopoly that is rooted in the principles of
the common law and which has been em-
bodied in and implemented by a series of
antitrust statutes, including the Sherman
and Clayton Acts. But in the dynamic de-
velopment of industry based on modern tech-
nology, the facts of concentration constantly
tend to outrun the law.

The factual diagnosis showing the relation
of corporate mergers to concentration is as
complete and as exact as specialists in the
fleld can make it. Today's choice is one be-
tween legislative action recommended by the
Federal Trade Commission to plug a loop-
hole in the present laws against such mergers
and continued frustration of our declared
public policy.

Simply stated, the Commission’s proposul
is that the Clayton Act be so amended that
acquisition by a corporation engaged in in-
terstate commerce of the assets of a com-
peting corporation also engaged in inter-
state commerce be made unlawful where the
result tends to monopoly. Presently only
stock (not asset) acquisitions so tending are
unlawful under that act, and legal actions
against even such unlawful acquisitions
easlly may be defeated.

More than 1,800 formierly independent
manufacturing and mining concerns have
been swallowed up through meiger and
acquisition since 1940, Their combined
asset value was $4,100,000,000, or nearly 5
percent of the total asset value of all manu-
facturing concerns in 1943. Moreover, it
was the larger corporations, each having as-
sets of over $5,000,000 (in many instances
achieved through earlier acquisitions), that
accounted for some three-fourths of these
recent 1,800 acquisitions,

The war contributed powerfully to the
trend of concentration. Government pur-
chases and Government finaneing of produe-
tive facllities were channeled predominantly
into the hand of corporations which already
occupied positions of dominance. Surplus
profits created by such channeling have con-
tributed powerfully to the trend by provid-
ing funds for additional wartime and postwar
expansion through acquisition of former
competitiors. Out of $175,000,000,000 of Gov-
ernment contract awards between June 1940
and September 1944, £107,000,000,000, or 67
percent, went to only 100 of the more than
18,000 corporations recelving such awards,
During the war 68 corporations received two-
thirds of the $1,000,000,000 appropriated by
the Government for research and develop-
ment purposes in industrial laboratories,

The most recent information on the war-
time growth of concentratlion available from
the 3ureau of Internal Revenue shows that
the larger manufacturing corporations, those
with assets of $50,000,000 or more each, in-
creased their share of total assets from 42
percent in 1939 to 52 percent in 1843,

The degree of prewar concentration in the
economy as a whole and in manufacturing
industries in particular was stated in the
report of the Senate Small Business Com-
mittee, submitted in January 1946:

The 200 largest nonfinancial corporations
owned about 55 percent of all the ascets of all
the nonfinancial corporations in the country.
One-tenth of 1 percent of all the corporations
owned 52 percent of the total corporate assets,
Less than 4 percent of all the manufacturing
corporations earned 84 percent of all the net
profits of all manufacturing corporations.
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More than 57 percent of the total value of
manufactured products was produced under
conditions where the four largest producers
of each product turned out over 50 percent
of the total Unlted States output. One-tenth
of 1 percent of all the firms in the country
in 1939 employed 500 or more workers and ac-
counted for 40 percent of all the nonagri-
cultural employment in the countiry. One-
third of the industrial research personnel
were employed by 13 companies.

More merger. and acquisitions in the man-
ufacturing and mining industries took place
in 1946 than in any of the previous 15 years.
In 1946, the number of mergers were 26 per-
cent above the number in 1845, and 225 per=-
cent above the annual average of the years
1940-41, Years of greatest business activity
and high-price levels are the years in which
the greatest number of mergers take place.
In 1920, the number of mergers increased
more than six times over the number during
1919,

The stock market crash of 1929 which her-
alded the onset of the great depression was
prec -ded by a great wave of corporate mergers
and a wild speculation in their securities.
Today speculation in the future of merged
concerns, supported by war-swollen profits,
is again operating as one of the important
causes of the present upward trend in merger
activity. This speculation, which stems
from the expectation of greater profits re-
sulting from the elimination of formerly
competing concerns, leads inexorably to the
elimination of our competitive economy and
thus to the elimination of the possibility of
legitimate speculation.

Assuming as we must that the Govern-
ment, acting in the general public interest,
can, If Congress so directs, prevent the fur-
ther growth of monopolistic power through
mergers of competing corporations, the
question is one of ways and means of halt-
ing mergers that tend toward monopoly re-
gardless of whether consummated by sale
of stock or of assets.

When section 7 of the Clayton Act was
passed in 1014, it was assumed that con-
summated monopolies could be dissolved
under the Sherman Act, pursuant to the Su-
preme Court's decrees of dissolution in the
Standard Oil and American Tobacco cases
decided in 1911, It was assumed that the
only remaining problem was how to prevent
the formation of monopoly.

However, about the time that the Federal
Trade Commission began to institute a num-
ber of proceedings for enforcement of section
7 the Supreme Court interpreted the Sher-
man Act to mean that huge size and power
acquired through acquisition of competing
corporations did not necessarlly violate the
act and that it was only the abuse of such
power and not its existence which would
make such acquisitions unlawful. A few
years later when the Commission's cases
under section 7 reached the Court, it was
held that the Commission had no power
under section 7 to halt the inciplent mo-
nopolies where the unlawful acquisition of
stock was followed by an acquisition of the
physical properties without which the stock
had no value, and where this was done be-
fore the Commission could complete the
hearings and enter its order requiring di-
vestiture of the stock unlawfully acquired.

The practical status of section 7 is that no
matter how unlawful an acquisition of stock
in a competing corporation may be, the
remedy provided by the statute easily can
be defeated, leaving the acquiring corpora-
tion in possession of the assets which ure
the fruits of its unlawful acquisition of
stock, And if the assets are acquired di-
rectly without any intervening acquisition
of stock, as has become the prevailing
method, there has never been any legal
ground for a contention that this was pro-
hibited under section 7.
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Thus the brave start, under the Clayton
Act, has ended In complete frustration. And
at the same time, the Sherman Act has been
50 construed, that it seldom has served to
unscramble corporate mergers, no matter how
great the size and power of the acquiring or
of the consolidated corporation. The con-
trast between the rapid evolution of eco-
nomic concentration of power and the feeble-
ness and slowness with which effective legal
remedies have been and are being applied is
striking. It is sufficient to call in question
the reality of our faith in the validity of the
competition presupposed by the free-enter-
prise competitive system.

A paradoxical aspect of this problem is
that while corporate mergers and acquisi-
tions proceed unrestrained and unrestrain-
able by law toward an ultimate maximum
in unified ownership and concentrated eco-
nomic power, we still enforce the law against
the more transient and more vulnerable
forms of trade restraint represented by price
agreements and conspiracies among com-
petitors. The process of corporate acquisi-
tion proceeds side by side with such forms of
trade restraint among competitors. The
presence of large-scale unified ownership in
any industry is & most poweriul guaranty
of success in the operation of a price-fixing
combination among the competitive units
of that industry. The very success of law
enforcement against such combinations
highlights the advantage of unified corporate
ownership as & legally invulnerable means of
accomplishing similar ends. Carried to its
logical result, there will probably be less and
less opportunity to score victories against
price-fixing combinations as corporate mer-
gers immune from legal attack take their
place.

No one has summarized the danger of
monopoly any better than President William
Howard Taft, under Whose administration
some of the most far-reaching antitrust
actions of all time were taken. On Decem=
ber 5, 1911, he stated:

“When all energies are directed not toward
the reduction of the cost of production for
the public benefit by a healthful competi-
tion, but toward new ways and means for
making permanent in a few bands the abso-
lute control of the conditions and prices
prevailing in the whole field of indusiry,
then individual enterprise and effort will be
paralyzed and the spirit of commercial free-
dom will be dead.”

The facts of the present situation consti-
tute an increasing threat not only to our
traditional antitrust policy but also to the
American system of free competitive enter-
prise which that policy is desizned to foster
and to protect.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr, Miller, one of his
secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its
reading elerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the hill
(H R.2157) to define and limit the juris-
diction of the courts, to regulate actions
arising under certain laws of the United
States, and for other purposes.
REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 1 OF 1047—

MESSAGE FRUM THE PRESIDENT

(H. DOC. NO. 230)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair lays before the Senate a message
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from the President of the United States
transmitting so-called Reorganization
Plan No. 1 of 1847. The message is of
considerable length. Without objection,
it will be printed in the REcorp and re-
ferred to the Committee on Expenditures
in the Executive Departments, together
with the accompanying paper.

There being no objection, the message,
together with the accompanying paper,
was referred to the Committee on Ex-
penditures in the Executive Departments,
and the message was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD.

(For President’s message, see today’'s
proceedings of the House of Representa-~
tives on p. 4380.)

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1047—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
(H. DOC. NO. 231)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
second message from the President of
the United States on the same general
subject transmits so-called Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 2 of 1947, which, without
objection, will be printed in the REcorp
and referred.

The question of reference at this point
is not so simple as in the other case. We
again collide with one of those situations
under the Reorganization Act in which
several different references might be ar-
gued. In the opinion of the Chair, how-
ever, since Reorganization Plan No. 2 re-
fers entirely and exclusively to the De-
partment of Labor, this message should
be referred to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, and, without objec-
tion, that order will be made.

‘There being no objection, the message,
together with the accompanying paper,
was referred to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, and the message was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp.

(For President’s message, see today’s
proceedings of the House of Representa-
tives on p. 4382.)

FIRST DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL,
1947—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a conference report on House bill
2849, the first deficiency appropriation
bill, 1947. It is important that the con-
ference report be acted on this afternoon,
because several payments, such as those
to veterans are being held up until the
report Is agreed to. I therefore ask
unanimous consent for its present con-
sideration.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will read the report for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report,

as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bil. (H. R.
2849) making appropriations to supply de-
ficiencies in certain appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 230, 1947, and for other
purposes, having met, after full and free con-
ference, have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respective Houses as
follows:

That the Senate recede from 1its amend-
ments numbered 26, 26, and 79.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-

bered 1, 2, 8, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, -

63, 64, 65,
71, 72, 78, 74, 16, 76, 77, and 78, and agree to
the same.

Amendment numbered 13: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 13, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In line 7 of the matter inserted by sald
amendment strike out the figure “$20,200" and
insert in lieu thereof “$15,000”; and the Sen-
ate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 17: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 17, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$282,600", and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 27: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 27, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$626,000"; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 28: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 28, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$60,825"; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 29: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 29, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$200,000™; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 30: Thaat the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 30, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “§350.000"”; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 31: That the House
recede from its disagreement to tne amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 31, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment Insert “$260.000”; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 32: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 32, and agree
to the same with an smendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$2934,425": and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 34: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 34, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lHeu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$4.000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 35: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 35, and agree
to the same with an amendment as followa:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “§350,000""; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 36: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 36, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu ot the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$164,631,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 41: That the House
recede from ite disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 41, and agres
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$17,000"”; and the Senate agree
to the same.
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Amendment numbered 49: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 49, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
Restore the matter stricken out by said
amendment amended to read as follows:
*“: Provided, That not exceeding $42,000,000 of
the funds appropriated under this head shall
be available for providing the necessary water
transportation and transportation facilities
including surplus ships which may be made
avallable”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 80: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 80, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$1,925.6756"; and the Senate
agree to the samo.

Amendment numbered 81: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 81, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert ''§4,529350"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

The committee of conference report in dis-
agreement amendment numbered 42.

StYLES BRIDGES,

C. WAYLAND BROOES,

CHAN GURNEY,

JosePH H. BALL,

KENNETH MCKELLAR,

CARL HAYDEN,

MiLrLagrp E. TypINGS,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOHN TABER,

ALBERT J. ENGEL,

EARL STEFAN,

FrANcIs CASE,

Frank B. KEEFE,

CLARENCE CANNON,

JoHN H. EERR,
Managers on the Part of the House.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
thera objection to the present considera-
tion of the conference report?

There being no objection, the report .

was considered and agreed to.
LABOR RELATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (8. 1126) to amend the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act, to provide
additional facilities for the mediation of
labor disputes affecting commerce, to
equalize legal responsibilities of labor
organizations and employers, and for
other purposes.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the
pending amendment simply adds to the
restrictive provisions affecting labor or-
ganizations which already appear in the
bill. It tends to weaken, even to a fur-
ther extent than does the bill itself, the
effective power of labor organizations to
represent the workers. It adds an ad-
ditional harassment to labor organiza-
tions in their efforts to protect their
members as the working people of the
country. Let me affirm that that is
the general character of the bill itself,
and I shall show what is the background
of the bill to which it is proposed that
this amendment shall be added.

The majority report, on page 3 thereof,
gives a rather fair general summary of
the provisions of the bill. I read from
the report:

The bill 15 divided Into four titles: Title I
amends the National Labor Relations Act
to achieve the purposes to which reference
has been made. Title II creates a new Fed-
eral Mediation Service, whieh transfers the
functions of the Department of Labor in
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the field of conciliation, along with the prop-
erty and personnel of the present Service.
It also provides special procedures for the
Attorney General and the President to utilize
in national emergencies. Title III gives
labor unions the right to sue and be sued
as legal entities for breach of contract in the
Federal courts. Title IV establishes a joint
committee of the Congress to make a long-
range study of certain aspects of labor rela-
tions, concerning which further information
was thought desirable by the committee.
Title V contains definitions.

The major changes which the bill would
make in the National Labor Relations Act
may be summarized as follows:

1. It eliminates the genuine supervisor
from the coverage of the act as an employee
and makes it clear that he should be deemed
a part of management.

Mr. President, I interpolate at that
point that what it does, in substance, is
to deny to supervisory personnel, whom
we usually think of as foremen, the right
of collective bargaining, the right of
making common cause against manage-
ment in order to better their wages and
working conditions. It denies to the su-
pervisor class what I contend is essential
industrial democracy. We have never
contended that a foreman-should have a
right to become a member of the union
to which the employees en masse belong.
I think of a foreman as related to the

industrial organization, as being like a -

sergeant in the Army; I recognize the
necessity for certain distinctions be-
tween even noncommissioned officers
and those who serve in the ranks in our

~armed forces; but, Mr. President, to ex-

clude foremen from membership in the
union to which the mass of the workers
belongs does not mean that we have to
deny to the foremen the right to make
common cause to better their common
lot. Yet that is what this bill essentially
does. It denies foremen the right which
they presently enjoy in that respect, be-
cause, under the present rules of the
National Labor Relations Board and un-

der the decisions of the United States

Supreme Court, today foremen are pro-
tected by the National Labor Relations
Act. They have the right of collective
bargaining. They have the power to
require the employer to recognize their
rights unde: the Wagner Act. But they
are denied, under this provision as stated
in the summary set forth in the report,
the protection to which I have adverted.

That does not mean that they do not
have the right of bargaining together
with the employer, provided he recog-
nizes them or provided they may enforce
that kind of cooperation, but it does
mean that they do not have the right,
which they have today, to become a col-
lective-bargaining group under the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act. So there is
another patent instance of a depriva-
tion, through the measure now pending
before the Senatfe, of the rights of work-
ingmen which they now enjoy under the
law, under the practices of the National
Labor Relations Board, and under the
decisions of the highest Court of the
land.

I read again from the majority report:

2. It abolishes—

That is, the bill which the committee
recommends to the Senate—

It abolishes the closed shop but permits
voluntary agreements for requiring such
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forms of compulsory membership as the
union shop or maintenance of membership,
provided that a majority of the employees
authorize their representatives to make such
contracts,

There, again, the bill does nothing to
management; it diminishes no right that
management has under the present law
in that respect, but it takes away from
the workers the right of the closed shop,
the right of insisting upon the closed
shop in collective bargaining, because
the bill, as I have just read from the
committee report, abolishes the closed
shop.

More than half the collective-bargain-
ing agreements now in effect in the
United States are closed-shop agree-
ments. Approximately 4,800,000 work-
ers were covered by closed and union
shop with preferential hiring provisions
in 1946 compared to 4,250,000 in 1945.
Union-shop clauses without preferential
hiring covered almost 2,600,000 work-
ers in 1946 compared with 2,000,000
in 1945. The closed shop has come to be
recognized as an essential instrument on
the part of the workers to protect their
standards of wages and working condi-
tions. It is primarily for the protection
of the worker. Yet, I read again from
the ccmmittee report, that the bill pre-
sented to the Senate by the committee
abolishes the closed shop.

It does permit a kind of union security
arrangement; it permits a kind of a
union shop; but only, Mr. President,
when the majority of the employees au-
thorize their representatives to make
such contracts. It does two things:
First, it changes the existing law. Under
the existing law, if a bargaining agent
has been chosen by a group of workers in
a lawful way, that agent can enter into a
contract with management for a closed
shop, if management is agreeable to such
a provision in the contract. That is free
enterprise; that is freedom of contract;
that is truly free collective bargaining
The agent of the workers duly chosen as
their collective-bargaining agent, and
chosen in accordance with the rules of
law and under the regulations and super-
vision of the National Labor Relations
Board, labor’s representative, speaks for
labor in bargaining with the employer;
and of course the stockholders’ represent-
atives, duly chosen, speak for the stock-
holders.

Those representative agencies got to-
gether in the past and worked out col-
lective-bargaining agreements, and, as I
have said, in more than half of the col-
lective-bargaining agreements now in
force there is a provision recognizing the
closed shop. I say, Mr. President, that
the closed shop was arrived at in a dem-
ocratic way; that management and labor
had a right, and they should have in the
future such a right, to agree to such a
provision in the contract. Yet the bill,
as the committee says, abolishes the
closed shop. It denies to the parties to
the contract the right to write the con-
tract according to their best judgment.

Mr. President, I thought Senators said
they believed in free enterprise. I
thought they had claimed that they are
the champions of the entrepreneur sys-
tem in our economy. the system of ini-
tiative by individuals in working out
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things that they deem to be to their own
interest and to the public interest.

Yet the pending measure would deny
to management and labor the right to
write their own contract. Is not that an
undue intervention into the affairs of
management and labor? There are
many instaaces where management
would not give up the closed shop, be-
cause it has found it to be to the best
interests of the enterprise. Yet, the
Senate of the United States is asked by
its committee to outlaw that kind of a
provision in a contract between manage-
ment and labor, however freely it may
have been entered into between repre-
sentatives of the two groups.

Mr. MAGNUSON and Mr. TAFT ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Florida yield; and if
50, to whom?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield, first, to the
Senator from Washington.

Mr. MAGNUSCN. Mr. President, I
wish to ask the Senator from Florida
whether such a provision does not in
itself have some features of illegality?
In effect, that provision of the law would
say to you and to me that we cannot
write a contract that is legal in itself,
thereby denying us our fundamental
legal rights

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, it seems
to me inescapable that that is the effect
of the proposal to which I have adverted

I now yield to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I wish to
point out that the Senator did not ob-
ject, however, to the fact that the law
prohibited an employer and an employee
from writing a contract which precluded
the employee from joining a union. That
certainly is a limitation of contract.
Furthermore we do not hesitate to limit
contracts if what is contracted for is
against public policy.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr, President, I con-
tend that it is not contrary to public
policy to let the representatives of labor
and the representatives of management
write a contract governing their rela-
tionships and governing employment
conditions in a given industry. I think
the workers have a right to determine
the standards and conditions upon which
they will work in an industry; and I think
that management, as a proprietor, like-
wise has a right to determine what the
conditions shall be; and when the two
agree upon mutually satisfactory condi-
tions, I do not deem it to be in the in-
terest of public policy that the Con-
gress declare what they have done to be
illegal.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. I wish to point out that
we have long since outlawed the so-called
yellow-dog contract, in which two men,
perfectly willing to do so, sit down to-
gether and make a contract for the em-
rloyment of the prospective employee,
and he contracts that he will not join a
union. We said that was against public
policy, so we outlawed it. We limited the
freedom of contract in that case,

So why should not we also limit the
freedom of contract, if we wish to do so,
if we think that is the proper policy, in
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the case of a man who sits down with a
labor leader and says, “I will employ
nobody in my plant, I will exclude mil-
lions of people who may want to work
for me, unless you say I can employ
them, unless they are members of your
union.” Certainly it is perfectly within
the range of public policy to say that that
limitation on the right of contract, not
between the individual workingmen and
the employer, but between a man who
happens to be president of a labor union
and the employer, is against public policy.
As a matter of fact, in the pending
measure, we do not go that far. ButIcan
see no legitimate argument, from the
Senator’s point of view, that this is in
any way an interference with the free
right of contract.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I should
like to try to answer that argument of
the Senator from Ohio. The yellow-dog
contract was, generally speaking, a con-
tract between one prospective employee
and management, the heads of which
represented all the stockholders, and
were chosen by the stockholders, and
they represented the concerted power of
all the dollars which were invested in
the particular enterprise. Ordinarily
that was the case, and that one man was
required to enter into a contract to the
effect that he accepted as a conditioen of
employment in that enterprise the giv-
ing up of what I regard as an essential
civil right which he had as a citizen to
enter into contracts with other people,
to enter into relations with other people,
that might be desirable to him. In sup-
port of my point I cite the opinion of the
Supreme Court in J. I. Case Co. v. Na-
tional Labor Relations Board (321 U. S.
332):

The very purpose of providing by statute
for the collective agreement is to supersede
the terms of separate agreements of em-
ployees with term: which reflect the strength
and bargaining power and serve the welfare
of the groups.

I make a distinction, therefore, and
then I wish to make a second point; and
then I shall yield further to the Senator
from Ohio. I make a distinction be-
tween a case where the chosen represent-
atives of management sit down with the
chosen representatives of labor and agree
to general conditions governing the rela-
tionship of those two groups, and the
laying down of conditions with respect
to other people not parties to the con-
tract, and who, I insist, have no inhereht
right to become a party to the contract
or a member of that enterprise. I dis-
tinguish that case from the case set forth
by the Senator from Ohio, where man-
agement, representing all the dollars
invested in the enterprise, makes as a
condition to the right of one man to
work in that enterprise his giving up of
a civil right, which I believe he has,
namely, the right to associate himself
with other people in a labor union, or the
right to do other things he believes to be
for his best interests.

Therefore, Mr. President, I lay down
the premise and the proposition that the
two cases are not analogous, but that
there is legitimate reason to strike down
the case cited by the Senator from Ohio
as being against public policy, because
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in that case the man signing the con-
tract is made to give up the right which
‘he has to join a union. But in the case
to which I refer, the two groups are
merely permitted to get together to
agree that all the workers in the given
plant shall belong to the union, that the
management will recognize the union,
and that everyone who works in the
plant must meet the condition which
they jointly have laid down, namely,
membership in the union. I submit that
that is a valid distinction.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. TAFT. Let me call the Senator’s
attention to another limitation of con=-
tract, namely, the Wagner Act itself.
Can the Senator from Florida imagine
any greater limitation on the right of
contract than the Wagner Act, which
says that an employee cannot deal with
his employer except through someone
whom he may not recognize as in any
way representing him? The Wagner
Act says that employee A cannot enter
into a contract with his employer B, but
that the employer must deal with some-
one elected by a majority of the em-
ployees, against whom employee A may
have voted when he had a chance to
vote on the guestion of electing persons
to represent him. Can the Senator
from Florida imagine any greater limi-
tation on the right of contract than an
act which says that A, an employee, a
free American citizen, cannot even go
to his employer and make a contract with
his employer about the terms of his em-
ployment?

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, there,
again, I urge that there is a distinction;
and I remind the Senator from Ohio that
before the Wagner Act was passed, an
individual stockholder in a corporation
had no legal right to negotiate about
corporate affairs with the employees of
the company. The law has already de-
termined that. when the stockholders
acted with respect to the employees, they
had to act through their chosen repre-
sentatives; they could not act individ-
ually and in that way make a contract.

All that the Wagner Act was doing was
putting the two on a basis of parity, rec-
ognizing that if $1,000.000 was speaking
through the president of a corporation, if
an arrangement were not made so that
the employees could likewise act cooper-
atively and speak through their repre-
sentatives, there would not be eguality
and fairness of bargaining between the
two groups.

On this point the United States Su-
preme Court pointed out, National Labor
Relations Board v. Jones & Laughlin
Steel Corp. (301 U. 8. 331), that a single
employee generally was helpless in deal-
ing with the employer on whom the em-
ployee was dependent for his daily wage
for support. Union was essential to
give laborers opportunity to deal on an
equality with their employer.

So, Mr. President, I remind the able
Senator from Ohio that long before the
Wagner Act ever was passed, a stock-
holder had absolutely no power or right
to enter into a contract about terms of
employment with the workers in an en-
terprise in which he was a stockholder.
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That right was submerged into the man-
agement of the corporation, which had
to be chosen in a representative way.

So we did not do for the individual
worker anything which had not long be-
fore been done for the individual stock-
holder, except we tried at long last to
put the two groups on something like an
equal bargaining basis.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. I do not think the two are
in any way analogous. But I wish to
say to the Senator that I am not arguing
against the principles of the Wagner
Act; I am merely pointing out that in
the discussion of labor relations we have
limited the right of contract in the case
of a particular contract which is against
public policy. So, on the guestion of the

_closed shop, or the limitation of the right
of the closed shop, we are not plowing
any new ground.

I wish to suggest to the Senator also
that the Railway Labor Act has worked
very well, and it contained a prohibition
against the closed shop. That prohibi-
tion has been in effect for years in the
railroad industry, and the Senator has
never protested, so far as I know, against
that provision of the Railway Labor Act.

Mr. PEPPER. No; I have not pro-
tested against that, because, apparently,
the workers have been satisfied with the
law under which they operate. It has
had a long history, and evidently it has
worked out all right. Nor has the Sena-
tor from Ohio offered any amendment
to any other provision of the Railway
Labor Act, so. far as I know, We have
accepted that act as it was written, un-
less some initiative came to us from one
group or the other. I think the act is
working satisfactorily. y

But I also desire to remind again the
able Senator that more than half the
collective-bargaining agreements now in
effect, and there are millions of workers
covered by them, contain a provision for
the closed shop, and they are also work-
ing all right.

I should like to read a paragraph from
a bulletin of the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics called Union Security, published
in September 1946:

The first step toward “union security” may
b2 sald to have been accomplished when an
employer voluntarily, or following National
Labor Relations Board certification, recog-
nizes the union as sole or exclusive bargain-
ing agent of the workers in the bargaining
unit of the plant. Following recognition, the
employer and union, or their representatives,
enter into collective bargaining to determine
the terms and conditions of employment,
including union security going beyond sim-
ple recognition. The position of the union
s based upon the simple proposition that all
workers who share the benefits of the col-
lective agreement should at the same time
share the costs and obligations of the union.
Membership in good standing in the union
is regarded as the principal obligation. For
the most part, management has opposed
union security because it has feared that the
control over the supply and quality of its
labor force would thereby be placed in the
hands of the union. However, the thousands
of union agreements which contain union
security provisions of one type or another
afford ample evidence of the fact that em-
Pployers and unions have, through the process
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of collective bargaining, found a basls for
reconciling their differences.

Just as I am not trying to change the
Railway Labor Act, I oppose the effort of
the Senator from Ohio and those who
are associated with him, to outlaw those
agreements which are already in effect,
and that principle which has had such
wide recognition in industry, and which
I believe is meeting the test of experi-
ence and efficacy in our economy.

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the Senator
from New Jersey.

Mr. HAWEKES. The Senator from
Florida is extremely well informed on
labor laws and the Railway Labor Act,
and I wish to call to his attention an inci-
dent that came to my attention regard-
ing the attitude of union leaders.

About 30 years ago, I was told by Mr.
Alexander Whitney himself, a Ilarge
group of railway employees met at con-
vention in Cleveland and a resolution was
presented to the convention which in
simple terms provided that no one
should be permitted to work on a railroad
unless he became a member of one of
the railroad brotherhoods. The presi-

- dent of the organization was present, and

before there was a chance for adoption
of the resolution he stepped to the front
of the platform and said, “I ask the gen-
tleman who has made the motion to
withdraw it, because I consider it inim-
ical to the best interests of the men
working on the railroads. The American
people do not want the closed shop. They
do not want anything forced on anyone.
I ask that the motion be withdrawn, or in
the event of its not being withdrawn, I
ask for its defeat, because in my opinion
our great objective in the railroad
brotherhoods should be to make our
unions so good, and make them deliver
so much of value to the membership, that
we will not have to force men to join, but
they will join because they want to be-
come members and receive the benefits.”

I am merely repeating to the Senator
what Alexander Whitney, who is well
known to him and to me, a man I have
known for a number of years, told me
himself. He is old enough to have been
at the convention, and he recited what
happened. The resolution providing that

no one could work on a railroad unless

he belonged to one of the unions was
withdrawn.

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator
from New Jersey. He always makes a
valuable contribution to a discussion.

I realize that there is a difference of
opinion about the matter of the closed
shop. I want Senators also to know that
I come from a State where a constitu-
tional amendment has recently been
adopted outlawing the closed shop. I
voted against it, and I declared publicly
against it when it was up for considera-
tion. I am still against it. I think it is
bad law, that it is undesirable public
policy. What rather surprises me about
the distinguished Senator from Ohio, and
some of the other Senators associated
with him in sponsoring the pending legis-
lation, who come from the large indus-
trial States, is that I do not know of any
of the large industrial States—and I .
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should be glad to have any called to my
attention—which have adopted any con-
stitutional amendment or enacted any
legislation outlawing the closed shop. I
come from the South, where I regret to
say, we have not yet gained as large an
organized labor force as I hope we shall
have, where our attitude toward labor
organizations is not always as sympa-
thetic and understanding as I wish it
were.

I readily admit that many of the
Southern States have adopted constitu-

. tional amendments outlawing the closed

shop. But I am a little surprised to see
the effort now to outlaw it nationally
come from Senators representing some of
the great industrial States, which could
have outlawed the closed shop if they had
chosen to do so, but 11ave not.

As T have said, Mr. President, I do not
know of any of the large industrial States
where difficult problems of management
and labor are constantly dealt with,
where there has been a long record of
experience in this field, where either by
constitutional amendment or by legisla-
tion the closed shop has been outlawed.
Nor has the Congress done so in the past.
We have left it up to the parties.

I am aware, of course, that the present
law does not require any employer to
enter into a closed-shop agreement. The
National Labor Relations Act at the
present time does not require any em-
ployer to enter into a closed-shop agree-
ment with his workers. If is a matter of
free collective bargaining. Freedom of
contract is allowed. Freedom of agree-
ment is permitted to management and
to labor. But if, in the exercise of their
discretion if, because they mutually
agree that it is desirable and in the pub-
lic interest, they put such a provision in
a contract, it is legal today, and it will
continue legal unless the pending bhill
shall become the law of the land, in
which case it will be outlawed.

Mr. President, I protest against that
kind of policy. I protest on the part of
management, as well as on the part of
labor, because management does not
have to enter into the contract unless it
chooses to do so.

Mr, LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield?

Mr, PEPPER. I yield to the Senator
from Illinois.

Mr. LUCAS. Was there any evidence
before the committee disclosing the posi-
tion of any part of management upon
the closed shop?

Mr. PEPPER. There is a difference of
opinion,

Mr. LUCAS. I understood that there
was a difference of opinion upon the
question.

Mr. PEPPER. In some instances man-
agement opposes it very strongly, and in
other instances management has the
closed shop; its experience has been com-
pletely satisfactory, and it would not
give it up today.

Mr. LUCAS. I asked the question in
view of the statement made by the Sen-
ator that, after all, it was a matter of
voluntary agreement between the two as
to whether or not they would have a
closed shop.

Mr. PEPPER. 1 will say, Mr. Presi-
dent, as I shpwed a while ago, that the
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proportion is about two-thirds to one-
third, but I am correct in saying that
more than half the collective-bargaining
agreements in force have the closed
shop as part of the contract. That fact
indicates that the employers must have
found it agreeable.

Mr. LUCAS. They can either have the
closed shop or they can deny the right
of the closed shop, depending upon col-
lective bargaining, and what the two
parties agree upon,

Mr. PEPPER. Ezxactly, and I maintain
that is as it should be, and that we will
have a greater degree of industrial peace
following that method than we will have
by disrupting the policy which has been
in effect for more than a decade, ever
since the National Labor Relations Act
was enacted. I say that we will have
more work stoppages as a result of try-
ing to tear up those contracts and re-
make them under the restraints the bill
contemplates—and I shall refer to them
Jater—than if we leave the situation as
it is at the present time, and profit by the
experience we have already gained.

Mr. ENOWLANL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I think the Sena-
tor has made a very able argument, in-
sofar as those cases are concerned, in
which management and labor sit down
together and formally negotiate such a
contract as the Senator has outlined.
That is true collective bargaining. But
I am sure the Senator would not want
to leave the impression that there have
no been situations of a far different
kind, in which, instead of there being
true collective bargaining, there has been
in effect “collective bludgeoning,” in
which representatives of labor organi-
z tions have gone to employers, when
every single employee has indicated that
he cd.es not care to belong to a labor
organization, and by a process of “col-
lective bludgeoning,” to use that term
again, have vold the employer that un-
less he signs a closed-shop contract
there will be no future deliveries of ma-
terials to his factory or his plant. That
is certainly far from being collective bar-
gainmg in the sense that the able Sena-
tor from Florida has outlined it here
today.

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator.
Yes, of course; the case he puts is dif-
ferent from the one I contemplated.
But is not the able Senator from Cali-
fornia thinking of the boycott case, in
which a group of employees other than
employees in’olved in negotiations with
their employer, through the boycott, use
their economic pressure upon the em-
ployer to make him enter into a certain
kind of contract with his employees?

Mr. KNOWLAND. There are a num-
ber of cases of that kind, but the end re-
sult is the same. If, instead of negotiat-
ing in the true collective-bargaining
spirit, a union agent goes to the employer
and lays a contract on his desk and says,
“Whether or not a single one of your
employees is interested in joining the
union, you will sign this, or else,” there
is not in that case collective bargaining
in the sense that the able Senator from
Florida has in mind. It is because of
that type of situation rather than the
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type outlined by the able Senator from
Florida that legislation is believed to be
necessary at this time.

Mr. PEPPER. I thank my distin-
guished friend from California, but I re-
spectfully submit that the Senator over-
looks two factors. The first is, he said
“The contract is laid before the employ-
er, regardless of whether any member
wishes to join the union or not,” or
something to that effect. I respectfully
submit that that case is not likely to oc-
cur often, if it ever occurs, for the reason
that a collective-bargaining agreement
does not result unless ordinarily it is a
case in which the union, or the em-
ployees, through a free election super-
vised by the National Labor Relations
Board, have chosen a bargaining agent,
and then, when they have chosen the
bargaining agent, the agent has sat down
with the employer and entered into ne-
gotiations leading toward an agreement.
So, as I see it, there is, as a premise, a
union. The employees had a union, or
they choose a collective-bargaining agent
if they did not have a union, and then
the agent entered into negotiations with
the employer.

The second point is that not long ago
the National Labor Relations Board, in a
case coming up from Florida, the St. Pe-
tersburg Times case, held that labor was
under a duty to bargain in good faith
with the employer. Although the pend-
ing bill recites that it is the duty of em-
ployees and employers to bargain with
each other in good faith, that is not nec-
essary, and as I understand it. it adds
nothing to the law as laid down by the
National Labor Relations Board in that
case, The case made it clear that the
employees had to bargain in good faith,
in a true collective-bargaining spirit,
with the employer. Of course, the Board
has in the past required the employer to
observe the same standard. I cannot
say, of course, what is the discharge of
that duty by employees or by emuloyer;
that is a matter of degree, but I think we
are coming to a recognition of the fact
that when any party to a dispute merely
takes an adamant position, refuses to
hear argument or to consider merit,
marches in and throws something down,
sits down in a chair and freezes up, and
says, “Take it or leave it,” that is not
collective bargaining or the part of
either management or employees.

But I am assuming, and I think I am
correct in assuming, that the law today
is as I have stated it; and . am saying
that more than half the collective-bar-
gaining agreements now in effect evi-
dently have included -closed-shop or
union-shop provisions, and I suppose
most of them have been renewed from
time to time; management has found
them acceptable and satisfactory. If it
has, then it has a right to enter into
them again, and should not be denied
the right by the pending bill. If it wishes
to get rid of the collective-bargaining
agreement, it can do so when the con-
tract runs out. If it wishes tc get rid of
the closed shop, it does not have to renew
a contract containing that provision,
when the contract runs out; and that is,
in my opinion, the privilege which if
should have.
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If the Senator had in mind that the
workers will use their economic pressure
upon the employer to get him to enter
into that kind of contract, I freely and
frankly admit that it is true. But I had
a case here, when I spoke, day before
yesterday, from which I read the opinion
by Mr. Chief Justice Taft. I read it to
my able friend from Ohio, so that he
might near it, and hear it again; be-
cause I thought as fine a statement was
laid down by President Taft, who was
then Chief Justice of the United States,
as was ever made by any judge, in which
he said labor organizations had the right,
and workers had the right, to use the
economic power that they have, the right
to quit work even, to better themselves
in their relations with their employer.
“o I am sure the Senator from Califor-
nia would not deny to workers the law-
ful use of their economic power, which
would include even the right to stop
work. I realize, as I said, that there is
a difference of opinion about the matter,
and I never have intentionally quarreled
with anybody wh> takes a contrary
opinion about anything. I aseribe, of
course, to other Senators and other citi-
zens the right to their views, and I know
they are just as sincere in them as I hope
they will credit me with being in respect
to mine. I know this is a controversial
subject, but I have never seen it exactly
the way many see it. I see it largely
this way: I sce it from the point of view
of the great number of working people
in a given plant, or in the country as a
whole. Other Senators see it in terms of
what they believe to be the just rights
of an individual man or woman who
comes to a plant, wishes to get a job, and
is told, “You cannot get a job, unless you
belong to a union.” If Senators look at
the matter from the viewpoint of the
greatest good for the greatest number,
which is a basic principle of democracy
and certainly the faith of my party, then
I believe there will be achieved the great-
est good for the greatest number by ree-
ognizing the right of the greater number
to organize themselves info a bargaining
unit, to choose representatives, to have
their representatives sit down with rep-
resentatives of capital employed in the
particuiar enterprise, and work toward
an agreement which will be mutually
satisfactory. In my opinion, such a
provision as the closed shop should be a
permissible portion of such agreement.

I see, as I said, what it means to the
workers. I see better wages, and I see,
Mr. President, better working conditions.
1 do not like to advert to it, but I plowed
on a farm for 65 cents a day. I worked
in a steel mill 12 hours a day, 7 days a
week, and that was minor coinpared to
what many men in the darker days have
had to do. I do not claim that mine was
any especial hardship, but, as onec looks
back to the dark economic days in this
and in every other industrial country in
the world, he looks upon those periods
sometimes with shame, always with re-
gret that we did not earlier come to a
recognition that we shall all get along
better if we give men and women bet-
ter wages and better working conditions,
and a fairer share of the income of an
enterprise.
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Mr. HAWEKES. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield fo the Senator
from New Jersey.

Mr. HAWEKES. I want to join the
Senator in the statement that any Amer-
ican, or anyone else, engaged in business
today who is not interested in the welfare
of the workers of the country is not fit
to be at the head of an organization.

Mr. PEPPER. That is a characteristic
statement by the Senator from New
Jersey.

Mr. HAWEKES. The only difference
between the Senator’s opinion and mine
possibly is that I think the result can
be accomplished better by maintaining
freedom of the right to work. I want
to tell the Senator something, if he
would like to have me do so.

Mr. PEPPER. Gladly.

Mr. HAWEES. A few years ago—I
should say about 7 or 8 years ago—there
came to this country the president of
the Railway Clerks Union of England.
If I remember correctly, his name was
Brown. His union had a membership of
90,000, which is a union of considerable
size for England. He made a speech in
Philadelphia in which he said he was
very strongly opposed to the closed shop
because, in his opinion, it destroyed the
rights of the individual members of the
organization to better conditions and
improve the quality of leadership. He
said, “Unless the members of my union
have the power to resign without losing
their jobs, they cannot effectively pro-
test against my poor leadership.” He
further said, “I believe the future wel-
fare of the working people lies in having
g}c;iod, intelligent, law-abiding leader-
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I am sure the Senator from Florida
agrees with that statement.

Mr. PEPPER. I thoroughly subscribe
to it.

Mr. HAWEES. I wish to say another
thing to the Senator from Florida, be-
cause I agree with what he has just
stated. We all have our own ideas. I
have no feeling against anyone who
honestly differs with my viewpoint. Im-
mediately after I was elected to the Sen-
ate, not more than 3 or 4 days thereafter,
I received a letter signed by 18 union men
in Paterson and Passaic, N. J., and this
is what they said in their letter:

Dear SENATOR: We are glad you were
elected. We all voted for you.

We are 18 union members who belong
either to the A. F. of L. or the CIO.

The letter continued:

We want our right to organize. We want
our right to bargain collectively. We want
our right to strike lawfully in order to show
our resistance against unfair treatment.

What follows is the main point of their
letter, and I consider it to be a remark-
able statement:

But we do not want dictators in labor lead-
.ership any more than we want dictators in
the United States Government, and we are
looking to you, my dear Benator, to help
relieve us of that dictatorship.

The Senator from Florida has a very
keen mind, and a very thorough under-
standing of this subject, and I am always
interested in listening to him.

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator.
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Mr. HAWEKES. I do not pretend that
every view I may hold or every belief I
may entertain is infallibly correct. All
of us, I believe, are trying to do a decent
job in the interest of humanity and the

workingman, who, after all is said and -

done, is the salt of the earth and the
backbone of America. The workingman
of today under our great system, if he is
thrifty and saving and persevering, can
become the capitalist of tomorrow. Mr.
Lincoln said that, and if it was true when
he said it it is equally true foday. But
I think the greatest thing we have to do,
far greater than any law which may be
passed, is to try to reestablish respect
between worker and management, em-
ployer and employee, and to build it on
a foundation of justice. The Senator’s
ideas and mine might differ as to what
would constitute justice, but, in my opin-
ion, it should go just as far as it can go
and fit into the economic circle. In other
words, there must be profits which are
paid upon capital. Capital, if it is hon-
est capital, is nothing in the world but
stored up labor. It is something, or
ought to be something, that came from
work in the past. Some fairness must
be found in the economic circle for capi-
tal, in order to make it come out for
venture investment, unless there is to be
resort to Government ownership and
socialism. Enough must be found in the
economic circle for labor, to stimulate
labor and make it feel it is being treated
fairly and to make the individual work-
ers believe they are adequately paid for
their service. But, above everything
else, respect must be established be-
tween employer and employee.

I have broken into the discussion

- without having marshaled my thoughts,

but I wish to leave an idea with the Sen-
ator from Florida and the other Mem-
bers of the Senate. I have talked with
thousands of laboring men. The thought
I wish to leave with the Senate is that
after we get through with the pending
legislation, which must not be punitive
in its purpose, which must not be based
upon vindictiveness, hatred, or reprisal,
but must ke in the interest of the Ameri-
can people as a whole—after we get
through with this legislation we, as
American citizens, and all other decent
Americans who have a just regard for
humanity have got to try to reestablish
the necessary element I am talking
about—a little brotherly love between
employer and employee.

Mr. President, I have enjoyed the as-
sociation and the relationship with my
working people more than anything I
have had in my life. I have always at-
tended their annual dinners at their re-
quest, and as their guest, and I have al-
ways spoken to them and tried to speak
fairly, tried to help them to be better
American citizens, and I am sure they
have helped me to be a better one. But
I wanted to leave the thought with the
Senator from Florida and the Members
of the Senate at this time, that after we
get all through with this legislation we
all must contribute to re-create volun-
tary cooperation, because in the last
analysis the only difference between this
great country of ours and the countries
which have fallen into the quagmires of
socialism and communism is that our
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people, up to date as a general rule,
have worked voluntarily because they
wanted to, because they were interested
in their work. Their work has been
more than simply making a living, In
my company, we have had only one turn-
over in 28 years. More than 40 percent
of the workers in my company have been
with the company more than 30 years,
and that notwithstanding the fact that
many were forced to leave our employ-
ment by the war. That is a wonderful
record. It can only mean one thing,
that the workers wanted to stay there,
and that is a spirit we must try to estab-
lish all over the United States.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. PEPPER. I greatly thank the
Senator from New Jersey for the very
fine sentiments he has expressed, I will
say that if all the business executives of
the country took the attitude he takes
toward management-labor relations, I do
not think we would need any laws at all
on the statute books. That would be an
ideal sitnation. It would create a situ-
ation like that existing in a partnership.
When one enters into a partnership with
another, the partners are supposed to
deal honestly and fairly with each other.
Generally no rules are laid down as to
how to negotiate and carry on affairs to-
gether. So long as the partners deal
honestly and fairly with each other they
have complete freedom of action.

The Senator from New Jersey is abso-
lutely correct in saying that what we
need is to find a new basis of under-
standing of each other’s point of view
and problems. Sometimes no doubt
labor overlooks the responsibilities which
management has, the sleepless nights of
the man who has all his savings invested
in his enterprise. There is no doubt
whatever that there are numerous cases
of workers who lack the sympathy they
should have for the employer. That is
one of the tragic frailties of human
nature. On the other hand, there are
employers undoubtedly who do not show
the concern for their workers they should
exhibit. It was only a little while ago
when it was customary—and I am afraid
I must say that there are a few who today
embrace that view—to treat labor as a
commodity, to believe that the working
power of men and women was something
to be sold like potatoes in the market
place for the highest price that could be
obtained for it. It was not realized that
the man standing before the employer
applying for work had a wife and per-
haps some children; that there might be
illness in his home; and that there were
medical and other expenses which had
to be shouldered; that the children had
to bz educated; that they had wants and
human desires; that they were not po-
tatoes, were not inanimate. They were
made in the image of God, Mr. President.
They were the heart and soul of the
Nation, its strength in peace, its might
in war, and their total strength repre-
sented the power of the Nation. To deal
with labor as if it were a commodity, to
buy it for the lowest price for which it
can be obtained, is the old attitude, not
the new one. That of course is not the
attitude of the able Senator from New
Jersey, 4.5
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I hope we can bring about profit-shar-
ing plans and bonuses so that some day in
an enterprise the workers will obtain
what I like to call a drawing account,
such as a fraveling salesman has, so
much to meet the demands of the day,
and then periodically the worker will
receive a share of the profits on a fair
basis of distribution, and certainly, Mr.
President, I hope that the worker will
be protected by an annual wage contract,
Suppose that a certain enterprise is mak-
ing a great deal of money. It has, let
us say, 100,000 employees. It has great
resources and big surpluses. Suppose
times become a little bad. It may do as
many other enterprises do. Do they cut
down the dividends? Do they diminish
the surpluses? No. Too many of them
let off so many more workers. What
is to happen to the workers?

I am not charging that is a pattern in
industry. I say that too many follow
that practice. Day before yesterday I
quoted from a report presented to the
Senate by the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare. In that report it was
recited that for 23 years the American
Telephone & Telegraph Co. had main-
tained an unobroken record of a $9 divi-
dend. Those 23 years included the de-
pression. I related an incident which
was told to me by a responsible man, to
the effect that in the days of the de-
pression, when President Hoover was
trying to meet the problemn of the ap-
proaching depression, trying to dimin-
ish its severity, he called Mr. Gifiord to
Washington and made him chairman of
a committee to try to find some way to
arrest the falling level of employment,
to give people jobs, and keep them in
their jobs. After a while Mr, Gifford
went back home, resigning the chair-
manship which Mr. Hoover had entrust-
ed to him, and let out more than 100.000
employees of his own company.

Mr. Hoover was right. H: was calling
upon industry to sacrifice, not only for
the humanitarian principle of giving the
workingmen and their families a chance
to live, but to keep America from being
hurled into the abysmal pit of a depres-
sion, which in many cases wrecked busi-
ness as well as people. If the story
which I have related is correct—and the
committee report bears out the essential
part of it—Mr. Gifford thought more of
maintaining the $9 dividends than he did
of keeping more workers on the payrolls
and cutting the dividends to some other
figure,

We have enacted minimum wage laws.
Many employers in my State did not
want to pay a fair minimum wage to
their workers. Some of them fought me
bitterly in 1938 when I advocated the
minimum wage law. I was not trying to
hurt business. I was merely trying to
help fix a floor below which wages should
not fail. I thought that in the long run
that would be for the best interests of
business as well as the workers. Today I
do not know of an employer who opposed
that legislation in 1938 who would ask
that it be repealed at the present time.
Employers have seen the wisdom of the
principle which the Senator from New
Jersey has been discussing, the wisdom
of management and labor working to-
gether, each dealing fairly with the other,
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Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. HAWKES. The Senator probably
knows all this, but many persons in the
United States do not know that a great
deal of thought has been given to the
profit-sharing plan. In many cases it is
called the wage-dividend plan. I do not
know whether the Senator realizes that
in 1938, when I was chairman of a com-
mittee to study the guestion of a wage-
dividend plan, even then 258 corpora-
tions in the United States had already
adopted and had in effect a wage-divi-
dend plan in an effort to bring about
more harmonious cooperation between
employers and employees.

The device of the corporation is not
very old. 'The first corporations came
into existence probably 75, 80, or 90 years
ago. The old definition of a corporation
was that it is an indivisible, intangible
being, existing only in contemplation of
law, without heart and without soul. I
do not agree that a corporation has no
heart or soul. A corporation has a heart
and soul to the extent that the manage-
ment makes it possible.

I feel strongly that we must bring more
human understanding into the corporate
method of operating than we have had
in the past; but we cannot bring in any
more than we can put into the economic
circle. The Senator knows that, and he
is not trying to contend otherwise. I
know of one company—I shall not men-
tion its name, because it might be em-
barrassing—which since 1912 has had in
effect a wage-dividend plan under which,
when the corporation made more than
enough to pay a certain percentage of
dividend on the capital invested—which
was fair—and reasonable going wages in
the community, after setting aside a cer-
tain amount for surplus to keep the com-
pany in good shape, it divided the rest
among all the employees, from the lowest
paid to the highest paid, on the basis of
their past 5 years’ compensation as
related to each other.

It may be interesting to the Sznator to
know that the employees of that corpo-
ration have never been organized. There
is not even a company union or an inde-
pendent union The employees elect a
workingmen’s committee every year, and
its membership differs nearly every year.
The committee takes up with the com-
pany grievances and things which they
think should be adjusted. But there has
never been a labor union among the em-
ployees. All the national labor unions
have tried to organize them and have
failed. Why? The best labor organizer
in the United States might say to the
28,000 employees working in the plant
that the union would do great things for
them if they would only join it. Their
response would be that of any normal
man. They would say, “Why should we
join a union?” The union organizer
might say, “We will get you more money.”
The employees would say, “We do not
want more money. We have a fair deal.”
The organizer might say, “We will get
you vacations with pay.” The reply
would be, “We have them already.”

One of the employees might say to the
organizer, “Do you see that little white
house on the hill? I paid for it with my
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wage dividends during the past 15 years
with this company. Why should I go
into a union and try to upset the efficiency
of the plant which is feeding me?”

I wanted to tell that story because to
me it is one of the most outstanding
things in all American industrial life.
It proves that we can better our human
relationshirs voluntarily. But there are
some who will not go along voluntarily.
In a great organization in the United
States I was defeate” by only two votes
in an effort to recommend that plan to
all industry in the United States. I can-
not say what the vote would be today.
That was back in 1938.

We must do something to bring about
a better understanding. The difference
between the Senator and me is that he
feels that the closed shop is not an im-
proper limitation on the liberties of men.
I feel that it is. I feel that we can ac-
complish the objective without destroy-
ing the maximum right of freedom in the
individual. I hold that conviction very
firmly.

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator.
Obviously, in a case in which the em-
ployer deals fairly with the workers there
is less incentive for the employees to join
a union than in an opposite case. Due
to the fact that too few employers took
the position which the able Senator has
described, we have had a tightening of
labor organizations. Undoubtedly in
some cases today there are abuses. "How-
ever, in every indusfry in which there is
complaint that there are abuses on the
part of labor, I think it will be found
that there are 10 times more abuses on
the part of management until the union
is strong enough to defend the worker
against such abuses. ¥ could name some
industries In which it is said that there
are labor abuses. Management, by ifs
own failure to observe the high standard
of duty and fairness which the Senator
from New Jersey has described, has
brought such a condition upon itself. If
the power of the union were taken away,
that kind of management, in too many
cases, would go back to the old condi-
tions. But if there were some way to
bring about the kind of management de-
sceribed by the Senator, it would be a
happy day for industrial relations in
America.

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield to the Senator
from New Jersey.

Mr. HAWEKES. I will say to the Sen-
ator something which I have said re-
peatedly throughout the Nation, and in
which I believe, that humanity is pretty
much the same whether it be in the ranks
of labor or in the ranks of capital. If
we could take a slice out of the center
of labor and capital we would find that
each has about the same amount of self-
ishness. Of course, there are a thousand
times as many persons in the ranks of
labor as there are in the ranks of capital.

I shall not take up more of the time of
the Senator, but I know he will agree with
me that the business of the Nation can-
not be run with the heart alone, nor can
it be run, in my opinion, with the brain
alone. The brain is too cold and the
heart is too warm. If we try to run
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all the business of the Nation with
the brain alone it would be so cold that
it would not function successfully; and
if we should try to run it with the heart
alone business would go into bankruptey,
So my philosophy is that somewhere be-
tween the heart and the brain—mayhe
just under the chin—there is a place
where the two things must meet in han-
dling the human equation. But we must
always use some of the heart and some
of the brain in operating the industries
of America.

Mr. PEPPER. 1 thank the Senator.

We all have to admit that it is human
experience that, if one man has power
and deals with another man who has no
power, most of the time the man who
has power will get the better of the bar-
gain. When there is comparable power
on each side we are likely to get the kind
of bargaining and the sort of agreement
which represent a fair meeting of the
minds of the parties.

The purpose of organization of work-
ers is that in dealing with the employees
the worker may have a power compara-
ble to that of the employer in dealing
with the employees. But assuming that
the worker has power equal to that of the
employer—and I dispute the statement
that he now has equal power—it does not
mean that either party should abuse the
power which each possesses. When we
hear people say that the workers abrupt-
ly, arbitrarily, and capriciously strike, I
wonder if we realize which is hurt the
more—the striking worker or the com-
pany against which he strikes. If means
loss of wages to the worker; it affects
his weekly pay check, the house rent, the
grocery bill, the mother with children.
It involves ability to pay the doctor; it
involves the right of the family to live.
All those things are dependent upon a
man’s work. On the contrary, the cor-
poration by which he is employed can
lose profits for a while, or can even sus-
tain losses for a period. But which can
stand it the Ilongest time—General
Motors Corp., United States Steel Corp.,
or the men and women who work for
those corporations?

Another common fallacy, Mr. Presi-
dent, is the belief that when a strike has
been settled the workers are paid for the
time they were off from work. They are
not. It may be years before the increase
which they receive as a result of the
strike will make up for the wages lost
during the time they were not at work.

I have previously mentioned on the
floor my discovery in Detroit last year,
when the General Motors strike was in
effect, when I obtained information from
a doctor regarding the number of va-
cant beds in the hospitals in Detroit.
The workers when they were not work-
ing could not pay for hospital treatment
for themselves or for their families.
They could pay such expenses out of
their weekly pay checks when they were
at work. It literally means that the
health of the family is involved.

Mr. President, I maintain that even
now workers do not have a position of
economic strength comparable to the
power of the employer.

The able Senator from New Jersey [ Mr.
Hawkes] raised the question regarding
union leadership and union officials, I
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think we must never forget that union
officials are elected by the workers and
that they have constitutions and bylaws.
Personally, except in an honorary capac-
ity, I never belonged to a union. From
personal experience I do not know, but
I think the men and women who belong
to unions appreciate democracy as much
as does anyone else. I think they resent
tyranny, pressure, and coercion as much
as does the ordinary citizen who is not a
member of a union. I doubt that union
workers in this country like to be “pushed
around” any more than do people who
are not members of a union. But I sus-
pect that democracy in the unions of
America is just as vital, real, and effec-
tive as is democracy in the ordinary po-
litical election in this country. Some-
one says that a little group gets together
and runs the union. That may be so.
But in many lodges, churches, and fra-
ternal orders a little group gets together
and runs the organization, because the
membership allows them to do it. A great
amount of the legislation which is passed
in the Senate is passed by unanimous
consent. The Chair says, “Without ob-
jection, the bill is agreed to.” We do
not even vote in such a case. The im-
portant thing is that we have the right
to vote; we have the right to object and
say, “You cannot pass bills in that way
if we do not agree to it.” That is the
important thing. As g matter of fact, I
suspect we would admit that a little
group of Senators runs the Senate. But
if we object, we have the right to vote
against it, or we can follow them if we
think theirs is wise leadership.

In the politics of this country I have
heard—of course, it may be erroneous—
that in some of the parties and in some
of the cities, towns, and States a little
group of persons get together and run
politics. I suspect that has happened.
The inmportant thing is that every now
and then the people become stirred up
about it and object to being “pushed
around” by a minority. They rebel; they
use their power to vote to change the
administration whenever they choose to
do so. But, Mr. President, there are
many places in this country where few
people have a great deal of influence;
and that is not confined only to labor
unions. So we cannot single out labor
unions and, because every member does
not vote at elections, blame them when
every citizen does not vote in every elec-
tion. I wish they did. They undoubt-
edly should. We hope they will. But in
many elections in this country the de-
cision is made by a minority of the total
number of voters. But we do not declare
that to be illegal.

Yet under this bill, when there is a
union shop, the decision is not permitted
to be made by a majority of those who
vote in the election and who are elected
by a majority vote. They are not elected
by a majority of all the eligible electors.
The committee recommends to the Sen-
ate that, by this bill, we should require
the election to be decided by a majority
of all eligible to vote. Why do we lay
down one standard of democracy under
which to elect leaders of a labor union
and another standard of democracy
under which to elect the President of the
United States of America, the governor
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of a State, every United States Senator,
every Representative in Congress, every
public official in America? Why do we
lay down one standard or criterion of
democracy for the workers in electing
their officials and another standard of
democracy applicable to the members of
churches, lodges, fraternal organizations,
and societies in electing their officials?
Why do we do that, Mr. President? If
the worker does not want to vote, if this
bill were to become law we would reward,
counting his vote in the election, the fel-
low who stays at home, Is that encour-
aging good citizenship? Does it encour-
age good citizenship for Congress to step
in and reward the man who stays away
from the union meeting or who refuses
to participate in the union election, or
for Congress to prescribe the standards
that must be observed and to lay down
one standard for union members and an-
other standard for everyone else in the
United States who belongs to a church or
a lodge or a society or an organization of
any kind, and also for every public office
holder elected in the entire structure of
the Government of the United States?

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for a moment?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. HAWEES. I am sure the Senator
from Florida believes there is a differ-
ence between the way voting is done in
labor unions and the way voting is done
in Congressional and Presidential elec-
tions in the United States. In other
words, the voting in Congressional and
Presidential elections is unquestionably
done on the basis of the secret ballot,
whereas the voting in labor unions has
not always been secret, and threats have
been made on the basis of knowledge as
to how certain members of unions have
voted in elections of the union leaders.
In short, the voting in unions has not
always been secret, and the union mem-
bers who participated in such elections
did not always vote with the safety which
I believe the American people have when
they vote to elect Members of the Senate
or the House of Representatives, for in-
stance.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I am
not prepared to assert that the American
people feel the same solemnity when they
elect labor union leaders that they do
when they eleet their public officials.
But so far as I know, under the National
Labor Relations Act a secret ballot is
provided for, and the integrity of the
elections is assured by the Board. The
Board conducts the election, as a matter
of fact; and the Board is a public body.
So I do not know of any lesser degree of
integrity relative to voting in unions, as
compared to voting for public officials.

So far as the worker is directly affect-
ed, the votes he casts as a member of a
union may affect his wages more direct-
ly, for his wages may be affected more
directly by obtaining a good group of
union officials than by electing a good
United States Senator or a good State
attorney general or a good judge of a
circuit court.

Mr. HAWEKES. I must agree with the
Senator from Florida that that eould
be the case if the union members got a
good set of union officials; I would have
to agree definitely as to that.
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But let me say to the Senator from
Florida that it seems to me that at the
moment the workers are worried about
the question of the closed shop and the
way in which union elections are con-
ducted. Anyone who believes that the
feeling against the closed shop is con-
fined to thosc who are outside the ranks
of the working class is greatly mistaken,
I can assure the Senator. A gentleman
of whom I know recently spoke to 1,281
workers, most of whom belonged to a
certain union. He spoke of the closed
shop and the question of the workers be-
ing able to resign or not being able to
resign from the union. After he spoke
on that subject, the entire 1,281 workers
rose to their feet and cheered and whis-
tled for a full minute.

So, Mr. President, the resistance to the
closed shop and the destruction of indi-
vidual freedom in connection with the
right to work is not confined to Senators
or industrial leaders or the so-called peo-
ple in the upper brackets. I am sure that
the Senator from Florida knows that to
be so. He must know it.

He is trying to find some way whereby
the rights which have been intended to
be preserved by means of the closed shop
can be preserved in some way that is
American, I take it; and that is what I
am trying to find.

But surely the Senator from Florida
does not support the action of the union
which fired one of its members who testi-
fied to the truth when he was subpenaed
as a witness in a court case. I refer to
the union member who saw a union shop
steward strike a foreman while in the
plant; and later, when the case was pre-
sented in court, the employee was sub-
penaed to testify to what he saw. He
testified that he did see the union shop
steward strike the foreman of the plant.
Thereafter, that employee was dis-
charged from the union—simply because
he had testified to the truth; and, in view
of the existence of a closed shop, a dis-
charge from the union meant that it
would be impossible for that man to ob-
tain any job in that plant. He was fired
from the union and lost his job.

Mr. President, the case to which I have
just referred has been stated in the rec-
ord of the committee hearings; and I
know of similar cases. The one I have
mentioned happens to be the one which
is set forth in the record which is now on
the desks of Senators.

But I am sure the Senator from Flor-
ida does not believe that anyone should
have the power to deprive a man of the
right to work, simply because he told the
truth when he was subpenaed as a wit-
ness in a case in court.

Mr, PEPPER. Mr, President, the case
the Senator from New Jersey has men-
tioned is, of course, a hard case. I re-
mind him that it is an accepted axiom in
the law that hard cases make bad law.
The case referred to by the Senator from
New Jersey has often been mentioned in
the debates on the measure now before
us and in the committee. Evidently. in
that case a worker testifled to what hap-~
pened in connection with a certain in-
cident. Well, Mr. President, democracy
is not perfect. It is not perfect in a
labor union, it is not perfect in a munici-
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pality, it is not perfect in the county,
it is not perfect in the State, it is not
perfect in the Nation. There have been
instances in which men have been fired
from their political jobs because they told
the truth or tried to tell the truth.
There have been instances in which men
have had contracts taken away from
them by businessmen, simply because
they tried to do the right and because
they advocated what they believed in.

I say that because there may have heen
a case—and undoubtedly there are such
cases—in which men or women were
ejected from a union, perhaps unfairly,
it is not proper for the Congress of the
United States to lay down rules govern-
ing every election in a labor union and
governing the conditions of every ejec-
tion from a union or admission to a
union or regulating, as an appellate body,
the minute details in regard to every-
thing that happens in a labor organiza-
tion, any more than the Congress should
do sc: in the case of a lodege or a church
or any other kind of organization or so-
ciety in the United States. The fact
that some mayor or some city council-
man succeeds in having an employee
fired fcr being honest and not helping
him to steal—such things occasionally
happen—does not mean that the Con-
gress should become an appellate body
to review every decision that is made by
every political executive or administrator
in the political structure of the United
States. We have to deal on the basis
of what is best for the greatest number,
Mr. President. We have to deal with the
balance of interest, with what is the best
policy, taking into consideration both
sides of the case.

I am saying that, if we do not have
strong organizations to represent the
workers, the workers will generally be
exploited by their employers, their wages
will be reduced, their living standards
will e lessened, their purchasing power
will be diminished, and not only will they
suffer, and not only will their children
and their communities and the organi-
zations with which they are affiliated
suffer, but vhe entire Nation will suffer.

So. Mr. President, if we impair the
strength of a workers’ organization, we
do a disservice to the United States and
to every man, woman, and child in it,
regardless of whatever economic seg-
ment he may fall into.

A while ago the Senator from New
Jersey was referring to the corporation
as being a relatively new concept in the
United States. Just consider, Mr. Presi-
dent, how new the labor movement in
this country is in its magnitude. If not
all the leaders are perfect, if not all of
them are possessed of the skill which
they should have, yet, Mr. President, it
may also be said that perhaps some of
us are not perfect, and hat perhaps it
would have been possible to improve a
little on some of the men who have been
elected to public office in the United
States—of course, not in the case of the
Senate, but perhaps elsewhere in the
United States.

But, Mr. President, we are trying to
learn and to do the best we can, and,
by and large, the labor leaders are in the
same category.
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I remember that in 1938 I was in Lon=-
don speaking to one of the British Cabi-
net members. He told me of the long
period during which the labor union
movement had been vital in Great Brit-
ain, and he pointed out that there was
only one strike in progress in all of Great
Britain on the issue of recognition of a
union.

Mr. President, they have out of the
long history they have had in the labor-
union movement been able to develop a
maturity, a competence, and a wisdom in
the labor leadership which today has
made the labor-union movement of
Great Britain the bulwark of her labor
government.

Our labor movement mushroomed in
the United States during the war from
four or five million to twelve or fourteen
million. There may have been some men
chosen in that mushroom period who
were not worthy of the offices to which
they were elected. I will trust the mem-
bers of those organizations to elect bet-
ter officers, if that is true.

Isay, Mr. President, that what we need
today is to strengthen the labor-union
movement, to better it, to make the labor
union a wiser and abler spokesman for
the worker. But what is being sought
here today? The effort is to strangle
it, to weaken it, to turn the clock back-
ward. The attempt is to create distrust
and suspicion and disharmony in the
ranks of the organizations, Those who
advocate the pending legislation are try-
ing to weaken the labor-union move-
ment, and thereby impair the standards
of living of the workers who are affiliated
with the unions and ultimately to wreck
our economy based on high-living stand-
ards.

Mr. President, in view of the fact that
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
Hawxes] in our recent discussion re-
ferred to some statement made some
time ago by Mr. A. F. Whitney relative to
certain aspects of labor legislation, I ask
unanimous consent to incorporate in the
REecorp at the end of my remarks four
amendments offered to the pending labor
legislation by Mr. A, F. Whitney, presi-
dent of the Brotherhood of Railway
Trainmen, the last of which reads:

And provided further, That nothing in this
act or in any other statute of the United
States shall preclude a currier, its officers, or
agents from making an agreement with a
labor organization (not established, main-
talned, or dominated by the carrier, its offi-
cers, or agents) to require membership
therein as a condition of employment, if
such labor organization is the duly desig-
nated and authorized representative of the
employees at the time the agreement is
made.

I respectfully suggest that Mr. Whit-
ney must have changed his mind on the
subject since the conversation to which
the Senator from New Jersey referred.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the Sen-
ator from Florida? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr, PEPPER. Mr. President, I was
discussing the committee report, which
referred to the abolition of the closed
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shop. I wish to say just one word fur-
ther respecting the matter of the closed
shop.

I have already distinguished the case
put by the Senator from Ohio, holding
that abolishing the closed shop was jus-
tifiable as a public policy, just as outlaw-
ing the “yellow-dog contract” was jus-
tifiable as public policy. I pointed out
that in the one case we were dealing with
two groups which were bargaining freely
each with the other, whereas in the other
case there was organization on one side
dealing with the individual on the other,
and making him give up the right of a
citizen to affiliate with an organization
if he chose to do so.

Mr. President, I said that the closed
shop was a balance of interest, the in-
terest of the workers collectively in bet-
tering their wages and working condi-
tions, as against the right of an individ-
ual to come up to the gate without identi-
fying himself with the organization in
any way. and saying, “I want a joh.”

Mr. Presidsnt, I have always thought
that the closed shop was a proper rela-
tionship between the parties primarily
concerned, the people working in a plant.
I do not know of any inherent right a
worker has to get a job in a particular
plant. He may or he may not get such
employment. But the thing that is com-
monly overlooked, it seems to me, is that
the closed shop fundamentally repre-
sents the decision of the worker as to
the people with whom he will work. That
simply means that a group of workers
may say, “We feel it so essential to our
welfare as workers that we work to-
gether, that we bargain together with
the employer, that we make common
cause in our relations with the employer,
that we will not work with people who
will not cooperate with us in that way.”

All they do is to say to the employer,
“1f you will not give us the privilege of
requiring a man who comes here and gets
a job to join with us and work with us
and fight with us for our rights, we will
not work for you, because we do not
want our rights to be divided between
those who will work together and the
dissident few who will not work with a
majority.”

Mr. President, has not a worker a
right, first, to determine for whom he
will work, and, secondly, with whom he
will work? I do not have to work with
the man beside me if I do not want to.
If I come to the Senate and am not sat-
isfied to associate with the other Sena-
tors, I can resign. If I get a job in a
plant and I do not like the man who
works beside me, I can say to my fore-
man, “If you don't move that man, I will
quit.” I thought I had that right as an
American citizen, although it seems that
some have vastly different concepts as to
what are the essential rights of a citi-
zen. I thought a man was the master
not only of his money, but of his labor,
but I am seeing, in the law of the land, a
respect for a man’s money, which I con-
strue the advocates of this measure are
disposed not to attribute to a man’s body,
to the very labor of his being.

I say, Mr. President, that what the
committee has done is, first, to abolish
the closed shop, to make it illegal not to
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let the employer and the employee put
provision for it into a contract, even if
they wish to do so, even if they have
been doing it in the past. Moreover, it
permits the union shop only upon the
condition that a majority of all the eligi-
ble workers vote for it, not a majority
of the workers who participate in the
election, which is the way we elect the
public officials of this country, and the
way we elect the leaders of every private
organization of which I have knowledge.

So I say, Mr. President, that there,
again, the purpose of the bill is shown,
to strike down right after right, power

* after power, and privilege after privilege

of the workers of the country; and yet
the employer is touched hardly with the
lightness of a feather. If it takes any
right away from him, I do not know what
it is. If it imposes any new duty, I have
not heard of it.

This ought to be called, Mr. Presi-
dent, the pending bill against the work-
ers of America. Then we would be can-
did about it. Or one might prefer to say,
legislation against the labor unions of
the country, because, Mr. President, the
constriction which it applies is all on one
side. It may be said that is necessary,
because all that has been done in the
past was on the other side. There may
have been, and there have been, certain
preferences given to workers as against
employers, but I do not believe, Mr.
President, that the present situation is
so one-sided as to justify the Senate in
passing legislation that is one-sided, on
the other side. And that is what I hum-
bly submit this bill does, and what I
was trying to do was to prove that thesis
by the committee’s own report. I started
off by referring to the amendment that
it makes to the National Labor Relations
Act—the Wagner Act, the charter of the
worker in America.
of that great man, RoserT WacNER, who
still sits in this body. It came from the
administration of Franklin D. Roosevelt.
It had the approval of Congress and of
the country.

Today, under that law, foremen have
a right to organize and bargain collec-
tively with their employers. That is
held by the National Labor Relations
Board; it is held by the Supreme Court
of the United States. This bill takes
away that right. At the present time,
employers and employees can enter into
a closed-shop agreement. That right is
abolished under the pending legisla-
tion. At the present time, workers, in
choosing their bargaining agents, do so
by only a majority of the votes cast in
the election. The pending bill requires
a majority of the eligible voters to vote
for their chosen bargaining agent, before
it can have any efficacy. A majority
of the eligible voters are required before
they can have a union shop, even.

Mr. President, at the present time labor
is as free as stockholders to abide by the
action of their respective agents. To-
day, stockholders have an annual meet-
ing, generally. They elect their direc-
tors. Those directors have periodic
meetings, and they elect the executives
of the corporation; then those execu-
tives run the affairs of the corporation.
There is not a vote among stockholders

It bears the name
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every time the management of a corpora-
tion enters into a contract with its work=-
ers. While we require that the workers
vote individually upon the contract that
their representatives enter into with
management, we do not require the stock-
holders of the corporation to vote indi-
vidually upon the contract entered by
management with labor. There, again,
Mr. President, is a discrimination against
the worker in this proposal.

But today the workers eleet their offi-
cials, They go to bargain with man-
agement. Management is the represent-
ative of capital employed in the enter-
prise. The two make a contract, and it
is binding, because they have authority;
they are the duly authorized agents of
labor and of management. Could any-
thing be fairer than that? But now, Mr.
President, if this bill should become law,
labor may choose their bargaining agent,
if they enter into a contract for a union
shop with the employer, but it is not
binding until they have a second elec-
tion; the first one being to choose the
bargaining agent—another election, at
which a majority of those who vote for
the matter shall determine it? No; &
majority of all those eligible must vote.
So I say it makes it more difficult for the
representatives of labor to act for labor.
The leadership of labor is weakened.
There is a premium put on the fellow
that stays at home and who will not par-
ticipate in the election. 8o I respect-
fully submit, Mr. President, that in para-
graph 2 of the committee report there is
another instance of the one-sided char-
acter of this legislation. :

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point? -

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield. :

Mr. McCMAHON. Much has been said
about Communist infiltration in the labor
movement, and undoubtedly in a few
cases there has been considerable Com-
munist activity. In two articles I have
read, it is indicated that it is the Com-
munist members who remain at a meet-
ing all night and all day, who wear out
the other members, who go home. I was
wondering whether or not the provision
which penalizes the people who stay away
might not bring them to a realization of
their duty, and cause them to attend the
meetings, and to remain as long as those
who perhaps are not inclined to advance
the principles of good unionism, but to
advance something else.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, it is a
good principle to have everybody eligible
to vote in any election discharge that
duty. It might even be justified for us
to provide that all elections should be
invalid unless the majority of all eligible
voters vote. That might give us better
government; but we have never seen fit
to do it, in our national elections, in our
State elections, or in our local elections.
There are always the busy, industrious
few who may outlast their fellows, that
may have advantages in other elections.
That is true probably in our churches and
in our lodges and in our other organiza-
tions. But, Mr. President, that fact does
not justify us, I believe, in laying down
one standard for the making of decisions
by labor organizations, and allowing the
prevalence of a different standard far
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other organizations and for other deci-
sions made by the people,

Mr. President, I read now paragraph 3
of the majority report, referring to the
pending bill: :

It gives employers and Individual em-
ployees rights to invoke the processes of the
Board against unions which engaged in cer-
tain enumerated unfair labor practices, in-
cluding secondary boycotts and jurisdictional
strikes, which may result in the Board itself
applying for restraining orders in certain
cases.

Mr. President, in the first place, it has
been pointed out previously that the
President recommended legislation
against the jurisdictional strike. We
are in accord. The minority report by
the Senator from Utah, the Senator
from Montana, and the senior Senator
from Florida, specifically so stated, and
we have stated otherwise the same thing
upon the floor. But, Mr. President, the
so-called secondary boycott that is
dealt with in the pending bill is not all
that is covered by the language of that
provision. It prohibits the primary
boycott, as well as the secondary boy-
cott. As a matter of fact, it forbids
workers cooperating with one another
for the common protection or for the
common good—the very thing that Mr.
Justice Brandeis laid down as the inher-
ent right of the worker, to give aid to
another in a struggle for working stand-
ards in a community or in the Nation at
large.

Mr. President, I have previously
quoted the language of the proposed bill
and given this illustration. Here is a
group of workers, working for an em-
ployer, who refuses to pay a fair wage;
he insists upon sweat-shop conditions
for those people; they strike. The em-
ployer gets other workers to take their
places—strikebreakers; he goes on with
his business, making exorbitant profits,
because he will not pay labor a fair wage.
Another man is taking his product, add-
ing more labor and more skill to it, mak-
ing it more valuable; the first man is
profiting by dealing with the second
man. Suppose the workers in the first
plant go to the workers in the second
plant and say to them, “You know what
this man has done to us. He won’t pay
us a decent wage. He refuses to deal
with us. He denies us the right to or-
ganize; yet you are taking his product
and making him rich by working on it.
Won’t. you cooperate with us? Won't
you help us make him do what your
employer does for you? You have got a
good employer; he deals fairly with you;
he pays you a fair wage; he allows you
to join the union; he deals collectively
with you in the bargaining. Now, just
come and help us by letting your em-
ployer know, and letting our employer
know, that you won’t work on his prod-
uct if he does not deal with us in a fair
Way."

If the first group of workers did that,
under the pending measure they would
be violating the law. If they went over
and talked to the other workers about
doing that, they would be violating the
law. One could not even go into the
house of a neighbor, talk to him at his
fireside in the evening, and ask him to
do that, without violating the law. I
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say that that is an invasion of the right
of a citizen to address himself in a lawful
way to anyone wiil. any decent proposal.
That is a violation of civil and civic
rights of the citizenry of this country, I
respectfully submit.

Moreover, the workers are denied the
right to work together to better them-
selves. Not only is that done, but upon
the petition or the complaint of anyone
affected, a regional officer or a regional
attorney of the National Labor Relations
Board is duty bound by the law itself,
as the bill provides, to go into court and
obtain an injunction against an organ-
ization doing the kind of thing I de-
scribed a moment ago. In other words,
it is not made permissive for the regional
attorney or the regional representative
of the National Labor Relations Board
to apply for the injunction—it is made
mandatory. He must do it. Not only
that Mr. President, he may do it even
without notice. Of course, the injunc-
tion issued would last only, I believe, 5
days in case the injunction were applied
for without notice, but the regional rep-
resentative can go ex parte into a cowrt
and secure an injunction for 5 days,
which may mean the crucial period in
the endeavor which I described in de-
termining the final result.

Mr. President, in addition to that the
bill allows the issuance of a permanent
injunction against the doing of that kind
of thing. It also, of course, makes that
sort of thing an unfair labor practice
and gives the National Labor Relations
Board authority to issue a cease-and-
desist order, and then the power to go
into a court and require the enforce-
ment of that order.

MY, President, I say that in the first
place the bill strikes down the civil rights
of a citizen to address himself to his fel-
low citizens to a common cause that is
lawful in character. In the second
place, it denies to workers the right of
working with other workers to protect
their own working standards. Suppose
there are two plants in a community,
and suppose one of them observes fair
labor standards and the other one does
not. Do we not know that workers in
both plants have a common interest in
the wage scale in that community? In
our law we have time after time provided
that the Government shall pay the pre-
vailing wage. Senators will recall the
statutes. For example, in the Walsh-
Healey Act we require the contractor with
the Government to pay the prevailing
wage. So every worker in the community
is interested in the prevailing wage in
that community. Yet if a group of
workers try to work with another group
to hold up a decent wage level in the
community, under this bill they would be
violating the law of the land. I say
again, it does not say anything about the
employer in that respect. It simply
strikes out the right of the employees to
better themselves by cooperation one
with another and by the exercise of the
civil right of persuasion of their fellow
citizens about a matter of common in-
terest.

Those are some of the principal pro-
visions of the bill, Mr. President. Of
course the bill changes the structure of
the National Labor Relations Board and
authorizes the appointment of four new
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members. I do not say that that is bad.
I would not object to that if it were the
only provision in the bill or if it were
not for these bad provisions. I think,
however, the Board is doing a pretty
good job as it is, and obviously the pro-
posed change is going to require some
difference in administration, some dif-
ference in procedure., In fact the bill
requires the Board to adopt some differ-
ent procedure. It abolishes the review
boards which are now in existence. It
denies to the members of the Board the
right to profit by the actions of the
review boards as they have in the past,
and it makes every member personally
read the record and so on, which is pre-
liminary to the decision. Perhaps that
is a good thing, but it is, I suspect, going
to delay the decisions of the Board more
than they are delayed at the present
time.

I referred to paragraph 4, which deals
with the Board. I now read paragraph
5 of the majority report:

In the interests of assuring complete free-
dom of choice to employees who do not wish
to be represented collectively as well as those
who do, it requires the Board to enlarge the
rights of petition in representation cases and
to give greater attention to the special prob-
lems of craftsmen and professional employees
in the determination of bargaining units.

Mr. President, I do not have any objec-
tion to professional groups associating
themselves together in profeszional
unions. Nevertheless, the practical effect
of this provision, I submit, is to cause
labor strife. It is going to cause discord
in labor organizations and units which
does not exist today. It is going to pro-
voke more work stoppages instead of less,
It will cause more strikes instead of fewer
strikes.

I now read paragraph 6:

6. It prevents the Board from continuing
to accord affiliated unions special advantages
at the expense of independent labor organi-
zations, by requiring that, under identical
circumstances, the Board in complaint cases
refrain from any disparity of treatment.

Mr. President, my own interpretation
is that that is going to encourage com-
pany unions, as it, for the first time,
recognizes the company union. That, -
too, Mr. President, is going to mean
weaker bargaining units, less effective
labor organizations. It is going to mean
more strikes, not less. It is going to pro-
voke labor discord in many places where
today there is peace be.ween manage-
ment and labor.

Mr. President, these are just a few of
the provisions of the bill. I shall at a
later time refer to others. I simply laid
that as a base upon which I wanted to
impose the pending amendment, namely:

It is made an unfair labor practice for
a labor organization to coerce “em-
ployees in the exercise of the rights guar-
anteed in section 7: Provided, That this
subsection shall not impair the right of a
labor organization to prescribe its own
rules within respect to the acquisition or
retention of membership therein.”

Mr. President, what does that mean?
That means that it is an unfair labor
practice for a union to coerce, as the lan-
guage says, any employees in the enjoy-
ment of the rights accorded them in sec-
tion 7 of the bill,
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Section 7, Mr. President, confers cer-
tain rights upon employees. It provides
that—

Employees shall have the right to self-
organization, to form, join, or assist labor
organizations, to bargain collectively
through representatives of their own choos-
ing, and to engage in concerted activities,
for the purpose of collective bargaining or
other mutual ald or protection.

In the first place, what labor union
wishes to deny an employee the free ex-
ercise of those rights?

This question becomes of practical im-
portance because the word “coerce” is
not defined. I predict that, if a group
of workers from a given union talks to
another group of workers about joining
the union, that will be held to be coer-
cion, or it will be charged that it is
coercion. That will mean that the or-
ganization will be charged with an un-
fair labor practice. It will mean that
there will be a hearing before the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board, and that
there must be a final judgment upon the
question. If the complaint is found fo
be justified there will be a cease-and-
desist order. Then the case will go to
the circuit court of appeals of the appro-
priate jurisdiction for enforcement of the
order.

The case may also be the subject of
an injunction or an application by the
National Labor Relations Board for an
injunction. This provision puts a weap-
on in the hands of an employer or of a
dissident group in the union or among
the employees, to keep the union in court
all the time, to make it spend all its
money, and to prevent it from effectively
representing and proteciing the workers
in that enterprise.

The bill strikes down right after right,
privilege after privilege, power after
power of the workers of the country.
The inevitable effect would be more
strikes, more discord, and less peace.
The inevitable efiect would be lower
wages for the workers.

The day before yesterday I cited the
fact that, in respect to their previous
earnings and in respect to other income
groups, the workers of America are daily,
monthly, and yearly receiving less wages,
less take-home pay. That will inevita-
bly mean a diminished purchasing pow-
er for the people of America, because
the people are the workers of the coun-
try. As Governor Stassen stated, it will
contribute, as a similar policy after the
last war contributed, to a depression
which may ruin America and perhaps
drag the world down into chaos and com-
munism.

In addition, the bill is one-sided. It
would embitter workers and cause them
to feel that they were not getting a
square deal from their Government. It
would contribute to a bitterness which
could not but impair the marvelous pro-
ductivity which this country enjoys to-
day, and which could not but diminish
the unprecedented profits which busi-
ness in America is enjoying today.

As against policies of that character,
how much better it would be to allow
the present prosperity to continue unim-
paired. Let the working men and women
of America continue to enjoy the right
to feel that they have in the Wagner Act

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

a magna carta of workman’s liberfies

no less sacred or secure than the Magna

Carta of all liberties which has meant

so much to Anglo-American civilization.
ExHiBiT 1

APPENDIXES TO TESTIMONY oF A. P. WiITNEY
oN PENDING LABOR LEGISLATION

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
[Suggested changes are in black brackets)
APPENDIX A

To make the services of Presidential fact-
finding boards available before a strike vote
is taken, the Brotherhood urges that section
10 of the Railway Labor Act (ch. 8 of title 45,
U. 8. Code) be amended by changing the first
sentence thereof to read as follows:

If a dispute between a carrier and its em-
ployees be not adjusted under the foregoing
provisions of this act, [and the duly desig-
nated and authorized representatives of em-
ployees involved in such dispute request the
Mediation Board so to notify the President,
or if, in the judgment of the Mediation Board,
the dispute threatens] substantially to in-
terrupt interstate commerce to a degree such
as to deprive any section of the country of
essentlal transportation service, the Media~
tion Board shall notify the President, who
may thereupon, In his diseretion, create a
board to investigate and report respecting
such dispute.

APPENDIX B

To eliminate excessive delay In cases pend-
ing before Railroad Adjustment Board,
amend paragraph (w) of section 3 of the
Railway Labor Act (ch. 8 of title 45, U. S.
Code) by substituting the following for the
first sentence thereof:

f(w) In the event any division of the Ad-
justment Board becomes 3 months or more
behind in its docket of undecided disputes it
shall establish regtonal boards of adjustment
to act in its place and stead for such period
as may be necessary to clear the Division's
docket of such disputes.]

APPENDIX C

To authorize the dues check-off when au-
thorized by individual members, paragraph
fourth of section 2 of the Rallway Labor Act
(ch. 8 of title 45, U. 8. Code) should be
amended and reenacted to read as follows:

Employees shall have the right to arganize
and bargain collectively through representa-
tives of their own choosing. The majority
of any craft or class of employees shall have
the right to determine who shall be the
representative of the craft or class for the
purposes of this act. No carrier, its officers,
or agents shall deny or in any way question
the right of its employees to join, organize,
or assist in organizing the labor organization
of their cholice, and it shall be unlawful for
any carrier to interfere in any way with the
organization of its employees, or to use the
funds of the carrier in maintaining or assist-
ing or contributing to any labor organization,
labor representative, or other agency of col-
lective bargaining, or in performing any work
therefor, or to influence or coerce employees
in an effort to induce them to join or remain
or not to join or remain members of any labor
organization or to deduct from the wages of
employees any dues, fees, assessments, or
other contributions payable to labor organi-
zation, or to collect or to assist in the collec-
tion of any such dues, fees, assessments, or
other contributions: Provided, That nothing
in this act shall be construed to prohibit a
carrier [by agreement with a labor organiza-
tion, national in scope, and under individual
authorizations by employees, from deducting
from the wages of such employees who are
members of such labor organization, dues,
fees, assessments, or insurance premiums
payable to such labor organization or sub-
sidiary or affiliate thereof;] And provided jur-
ther, That nothing in this act shall be con-
trued to prohibit a carrier from permitting an
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employee, Indlvidually, or local represent-
atives of employees from conferring with
management during working hours without
loss of time, or to prohibit a carrier from fur-
nishing free transportation to its employees
while engaged in the business of a laber
organization.
APPENDIX D

To remove prohibition on union security
clauses paragraph fourth of section 2 of the
Railway Labor Act (ch. 8 of title 45, U. 8.
Code) should be amended by adding the fol-
lowing proviso thereto: [And provided fur-
ther, That nothing in this act or in any other
statute of the United States shall preclude
& carrier, its officers, or agents from making
an agreement with a labor organization (not
established, maintained, or dominated by the
carrier, its officers, or agents) to require mem-
bership therein as a condition of employ-
ment, if such labor organization is the duly
designated and authorized representative of
the employees at the time the agreement is
made.}

Repeal paragraph fifth of this sectlon.

APPENDIX E

To resolve jurisdictional disputes before
they reach the strike stage.

No formal amendment is d, but see
the suggestions on pages 12 and 13 of the
testimony.

Mr. PEPPER subsequently said: Mr.
President, I ask to have incorporated in
the Recorp after the material I presented
during the course of my recent remarks
from Mr. A. F. Whitney some additional
material that is marked in the instru-
ment I send to the desk, representing
excerpts from Mr. Whitney's testimony
before the Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

EXCERPTS FROM TESTIMONY OF A. F, WHITNEY

Responsible unions want the closed or
union shop because It is essential if the union
is faithfully to discharge the terms of the
contract it signs with management. How
can any union guarantee steady production,
peaceful relations, an sbsence of wildcat
strikes, or any of the other Interruptions to
sustained industrial production if a number
of the workers affected by the agreement are
not a party to it?

Some years ago the vice president of one
of the Natlon's largest rallroads demanded
that the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen
fulfill the terms of its contract in a number
of railroad yards torn by bitter be-
tween workers with all their resultant inter-
ruptions in yard work., This railroad had '
encouraged the growth of a rival union to the
BRT; it had protected the growth of the
other union until it had signed up & con-
siderable number of men. My answer to the
vice president was that the BRT had made,
and would continue to make, every efiort to
fulfill its contract. But how could he expect
peace in his yards when he was encouraging
his employees to join a rival union and then
setting one off against the other?

I say the same thing today. How can any-
one expect a union to discharge the obliga-
tions of its contract when an employer en-
courages strife and rivalry by inviting an-
other union to come in and start organizing?
Unions are anxious to fulfill their contracts,
and they usually do. But if you really are
concerned with the responsible operation of
unions, then give them security so they have
the chance.

Many employers themselves want the
closed shop for exactly the same reason.
They have learned that improved union dis-
cipline, higher morale, greater stability In
labor-management relations are all fruits of
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the union security agreements. Why in the
name of common sense should anyone strike
at a system which has proved its value?

In the name of common sense, no one
would. In the name of profits for a selfish
few, some industrialists do. I do not believe
they will be successful. But the very fact
that the basls of union security is threatened
introduces antagonism in the industrial pic-
ture. By refusing to strike at unlon security,
the Congress will make a real contribution
to lasting industrial peace.

- - - . -

To remove prohibition on union security
clauses paragraph 4 of section 2 of the Rail-
way Labor Act (ch. 8 of title 45, U. 8. Code)
should be amended by adding the following
proviso thereto: “And provided further, That
nothing in this act or in any other statute
of the United States shall preclude a carrier,
its officers, or agents from making an agree-
ment with a labor organization (not estab-
lished, maintained, or dominated by the car-
rier, its officers, or agents) to regquire mems-
bership therein as a condition of employ-
ment, if such labor organization is the duly
designated and authorized representative of
the employees at the time the agreement is
made.”

Repeal paragraph 5 of this section.

PRINTING IN THE RECORD OF SPEECHES
NOT ACTUALLY DELIVERED ON THE
FLOOR OF THE SENATE

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
the indulgence of the Senate, the Chair
would like to refer to a question which
has been brought to his attention,
namely, a recurrence of the habit of Sen-
ators asking to have speeches printed in
full in the body of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp as though they had been delivered
on the floor of the Senate.

The Chair prefers to speak of this mat-
ter at a time when no such request is
pending, so that it may refer to no par-
ticular Senator.

At least five times within the past 2
weeks speeches have been printed in full
in the body of the REcorp precisely as
though they had been delivered on the
floor of the Senate. As Senator McNary
said on October 1, 1942, when a similar
question arose:

It has been the unbroken practice of the
Senate for 150 years that no speeches shall
be included in the Recorp of the day's pro-
ceedings which have not been actually de-
livered on the floor.

While former Senator La Follette, of
Wisconsin, was a Member of this body he
constantly rose to object to the exercise
of the privilege of printing speeches in
the body of the REcorp as though they
had been delivered on the floor. Upon
one occasion he called attention to the
fact that this exceeds even the privilege
to print which is exercised in the House
of Representatives, because while the
House does permit Members to extend
their remarks, it requires that they be
extended in the Appendix of the RECORD.

In the opinion of the Chair, it is very
important to protect the integrity of the
Recorp of the proceedings of the Senate.
It is not fair to ask the Official Reporters
of Debates to stand guard in this con-
nection and to resist requests to violate
this essentially sound precedent.

The Chair takes the liberty of asking
that these observations be referred to
the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, under which there is a Subcom-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

mittee on Printing which succeeds to
the jurisdiction of the old Committee
on Printing, with the request that some
resolution of the Senate be suggested
which will permanently prevent this
practice.

EXEMPTION OF EMPLOYERS FROM LIA-
BILITY FOR PORTAL-TO - PORTAL
WAGES IN CERTAIN CASES—CONFER-
ENCE REPORT

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of the conference report on
House bill 2157, the so-called portal-to-
portal bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. DONNELL. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does
the Senator from Wisconsin yield for
that purpose?

Mr. WILEY. I yield for that purpose.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the
following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Hatch O'Conor
Baldwin Hawkes O'Danfel
Ball Hayden O'Mahoney
Barkley Hickenlooper Overton
Brewster Hill Pepper
Bricker Hoey Reed
Bridges Holland Revercomb
Buck Ives Robertson, Va,
Bushfield Jenner Robertson, Wyo.
Butler Johnson, Colo. Russell
Byrd Johnston, 8. C. Saltonstall
Cain Kem Smith
Capehart Kilgore Sparkman
Capper Enowland Stewart
Chavez Langer Taft
Connally Lodge Taylor
Cooper Lucas Thomas, Okla.
Cordon McCarran Thomas, Utah
Donnell McCarthy Thye
Downey McClellan Tydings
Dworshak McFarland Umstead
Eastland McGrath Vandenberg
Ecton McKellar Watkins
Ellender McMahon Wherry
Ferguson Magnuson Wiley
Flanders Malone Williams
Fulbright Millikin ‘Wilson
George Moore Young
Green Murray
Gurney Mpyers

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.

Eighty-eight Senators having answered
to their names, a quorum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I shall
detain the Senate only a few minutes in
regard to this matter.

I preface my remarks by stating for
the information of the Senate that the
conference report which we now have
under consideration was printed in the
REcorp for April 29, where it appears on
pages 4209 to 4211, inclusive.

At this time I wish to present a brief
summation of what has been accom-
plished by the conference committee as
embodied in the report.

Mr. President, the conference com-
mittee adopted in its report the provis-
ions of both the House and Senate ver-
sions of House bill 2157, in substance,
with respect to past claims. In other
words, the conference report in relation
to past claims, adopts the theory of hoth
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the Senate and the House versions of the
bill.

The conference report also adopts gen-
erally the Senate rule with respect to
future claims.

It bans representative actions, as pro-
vided in the Senate amendment.

It contains a 2-year statute of limita-
tions, with modifications as noted in the
statement which I put into the REcorp
Yyesterday.

It permits reliance on past and future
administrative rulings.

It permits a court in its discretion to
award less than the liquidated damages
which now are mandatory under the
Fair Labor Standards Act.

It relieves from liability employers
who were exempt under an *“area of pro-
duction” regulation for acts or omissions
occurring prior to December 26, 1946.

Mr, President, it should be clearly un-
derstood that the conference report in no
way repeals the minimum-wage require-
ments and the overtime compensation
requirements of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act.

In relation to past claims, if the action
is brought with 120 days after the date
of enactment, the applicable State stat-
ute of limitations will apply. If the ac-
tion is not brought within 120 days, then
the 2-year statute of limitations applies,
or the shorter State statute, if it is short-
er than 2 years.

With respect to future claims, a 2-year
over-all Federal statute of limitations
will be applicable, thus doing away with
the applicability of any State statute in
the future.

Mr. President, that is all I have to say
in regard to the conference report, ex-
cept to compliment the conferees, who
worked like yeomen, night and day, un-
til finally their minds met and agreement
was reached on what I consider to be a
constructive piece of legislation, which
will result in advancing the economic
health of this Nation,

Mr. President, I move the adoption of
the report.

Mr. McGRATH., Mr. President, at this
time I should like to make a brief state-
ment to the Senate, as one of the con-
ferees.

Of course, I desire to concur in the
statement which has been made by the
distinguished chairman of the Judiciary
Committee, namely, that the members
of the conference committee worked
most diligently on the two measures
which were before them. I was priv-
ileged to be one of those conferees. I
regret that in the final analysis, I could
not bring myself to sign the conference
report. I may say that the defects of
the conference report of which I com-
plain are no different than those of
which some of us complained when the
bill was before the Senate for general
discussion prior to its passage.

I reiterate that I think it is a grave
mistake for the Congress of the United
States to write into the provisions of this
measure limitations upon labor laws
which heretofore have worked admirably
for the welfare of those in whose behalf
they were enacted.

Inasmuch as both the House and Sen-
ate versions of the portal-to-portal bill
incorporated the Walsh-Healey Act and
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the Bacon-Davis Act, there was the be-
lief on the part of the conferees that they
lacked authority to eliminate them from
the conference report. With that inter-
pretation of the authority of the con-
ference commitiee, I do not agree. I
think it was within the province of the
conference commitiee to recommend to
the Senate that inasmuch as no portal-
to-portal cases had been brought under
those acts, there was no necessity, so far
as the proposed legislation was con-
cerned, to incorporate them in this final
draft.

Mr. President, I regret that the im-
pression has gone abroad to the coun-
try that those of us who are sincerely
in opposition to the enactment of this
legislation in its present form do not
desire to see the injustices and the in-
equities of portal-to-portal suits cor-
rected. I, for one, would be most happy
to vote for a measure which would ban
portal-to-portal suits, without any limi-
tation or exception whatsoever. But I
wish to call the attention of the Senate
and of the country to the fact that this
measure goes far beyond the field of
portal-to-portal legislation. To those
who speak of the relief it will bring to
industry by banning some $5,000,000,000
or $6,000,000,000 worth of claims, I de-
sire to point out that the measure now
before the Senate, to my way of think-
ing, merely extends to industry an in-
vitation to pass its own financial obliga-
tions on to the Government of the United
States, for the conference report pro-
vides that where any issue whatsoever
remains to a portal-to-portal suit, any
issue whatsoever between the parties—
and I cannot conceive but that in every
one of the suits which we are attempting
to outlaw there will remain some ques-
tion as to whether there was a contract,
whether there was a custom, or whether
there was a practice—if such question
remains in the minds of the parties, the
suits are not outlawed, and may be com-
promised and settled.

This means that any employer can
buy the good will of his employees at the
expense of the Treasury of the United
States, because all he has to do is to
say to them, “I recognize that there is
an issue between us, and my taxes were
s0 high while these obligations were ac-
cumulated that I will make a settlement
with you, and I will collect 70 or 75 or 85
percent back from the Government.”
In the case of the billions upon billions
of dollars which were expended in war
contracts, where the obligation of the
Government is to pay 100 percent of the
cost, why should not the contracting
party use this law for the building of
good will among his employees by say-
ing, “Certainly; I will settle this portal-
to-portal suit with you, because it will
not cost me one red cent”?

There is that danger. There is the
further danger, in the application of the
t is here written, that one may
good faith, not good faith of
er of the Administrator who has

of the enforcement of the law,
ut good-faith reliance upon any ruling
practice or custom or any letter
h might have been written at any
md to anybody, by any agency of
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the United States, regardless of whether
or not such agency had anything to do
with the enforcement of the Fair Labor
Standards Act. Reliance upon that
sort of a custom or practice is sufficient
to justify a violation of the Fair Labor
Standards Act by an employer who can
come forward and point to some mythi-
cal letter or some mythical custom upon
which probably he relied. I think there
is danger in that sort of looseness in the
legislation we are writing,

Mr. President, I do not care to pro-
long the debate. As I said in the be-
ginning, these arguments have already
been made, but I did want to reiterate
them upon the floor of the Senate, in
order that Senators might know that the
errors and the fallacies are still pres-
ent, and there is grave danger that we
have done mortal harm to the Fair Labor
Standards Act, the Walsh-Healey Act,
and the Bacon-Davis Act, and that to-
day, by the adoption of this conference
report, we take a terrible backward step
in the field of labor legislation.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

Mr. DONNELYL. Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which the confer-
ence report was agreed to be reconsid-
ered.

Mr. COOPER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. ;

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on the motion of the Sena-
tor from Kentucky to lay on the table
the motion of the Senator from Missouri
that the vote by which the conference
report was agreed to be reconsidered.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. BALL subsequently said: Mr.
President, I should like to ask the Sena-
tor from Missouri very briefly about the
conference report adopted a few mo-
ments ago.

I am concerned with the good-faith
defense provisions of the conference re-
port. I know of one particular case, for
instance, in which an employer had one
ruling from the Administrator of the act,
and a different ruling from the Inter-
state Commerce Commission. He relied
on the one which said he was not cov-
ered by the Wages and Hours Act, but he
did not have very much faith in it, be-
cause, as he was working under a War
Department eontract, he got the War
Department to indemnify him for any
possible suit for damages. So he was
not relying in very good faith on the
particular ruling he had.

Mr. DONNELL. From which depart-
ment?

Mr. BALL. T believe it was from the
Administrator. I am wondering wheth-
er this good-faith provision would go so
far in that particular case, where the
employer obviously did not rely on the
interpretation very heavily, as to pre-
vent the employees from recovering.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I as-
sume the Senator is speaking of the
Northwest Airlines case in Minnesota.

Mr. BALL. That is correct.

Mr. DONNELL, That matter has been
considered by the committees of both the
House of Representatives and the Senate.
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It is very difficult, of course, to decide a
particular lawsuit upon the floor of the
Senate, and I would not undertake to say
with certainty the outcome of that case,
on the facts submitted by the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota. I will
state that unless the employer pleads
and proves that the act or omission com-
plained of was in good faith, and in con-
formity with and in reliance on an ad-
ministrative regulation, order, ruling,
approval, or interpretation of an agency
of the United Siates, or an administra-
tive practice or enforcement policy of
any such agency with respect to the class
of employers to which he belonged, he
is not protected.

In the case which the Senator cites,
in which there were conflicting rulings,
one department ruling one way, another
ruling the other way, I think it is im-
possible to state with absolute certainty
as to whether a court would hcld that
the employer was relying in good faith
upon the one ruling or the other. Ithink
that is a matter which might well re-
quire the determination of a court. I
think that is as near an answer as I
can give the distinguished Senator, on
the facts.

Mr. BALL. I thank the Senator, and
I am inclined to agree with him that it
is up to the court to decide finally. But
it would appear to me that when the em-
ployer, in the particular case cited, went
to the length of getting the War De-
partment, under which he was a con-
tractor, to indemnify him in case his re-
liance did not prove very good, it did not
indicate that he had very much faith in
the ruling on which he was relying.

Mr. DONNELL. I will say, Mr. Presi-
dent, if the Senator will yield, that re-
liance in good faith is an essential part
of the defense, and unless the employer
can show a good-faith reliance in con-
formity with and in reliance on the ad-
ministrative regulation, and so forth, he
is not protected. Does that answer the
Senator?

Mr. BALL. Yes; I think that answers
what I had in mind.

LABOR RELATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S, 1126) to amend the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act, to provide
additional facilities for the mediation of
Jabor disputes affecting commerce, to
equalize legal responsibilities of labor or-
ganizations and employers, and for other
purposes.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I be-
lieve that Members of the Senate will
agree with me that there has been ample
debate upon the pending amendment,
designated as the Ball amendment. I
have consulted with several of those who
are interested in the amendment, and I
am quite satisfied that all feel favorable
to setting a time certain for a vote upon
this one amendment, and any amend-
ment thereto. Therefore, Mr. President,
I send to the desk and ask that the clerk
read a suggested unanimous-consent
agreement,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Nebraska submits a unani-
mous-consent request which the clerk
will report.
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The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Ordered, That on the calendar day of Fri-
day, May 2, 1847, at the hour of 2 o’clock p. m,,
the Benate proceed without further debate
to vote upon any amendment that may be
pending, or that may thereafter be offered
to the amendment, as modified, proposed to
Benate bill 11268, the Federal Labor Rela-
tions Act, 1947, by Mr. Bauy, for himself, Mr,
ByYep, Mr. GeorGE, and Mr, SmrTH, inserting
on page 14, line 6, after the word ‘‘coerce”,
the following:

“{A) Employees in the exercise of the rights
guaranteed in section 7: Provided, That this
subsection shall not impair the right of a
labor organization to prescribe its own rules
with respect to the acquisition or retention
of membership therein; or (B).”

Then upon the said amendment as modified
or amended, if any amendment be made
thereto.

Ordered further, That on said day the time
Intervening between the meeting of the Sen-
ate and the said hour of 2 o'clock be equally
divided between the proponents and op-
ponents of the said amendment, as modified,
to be controlled, respectively, by the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. Batn] and the Senator
from Florida |Mr. PEPPER|.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the Sen-
ator from Nebraska?

Mr. PEPPER. It is my understanding,
Mr. President, that the unanimous-con-
senf, agreement proposed relates only to
the pending amendment which is men-
tioned in the unanimous-consent pro-
posal, and to any amendment to that
amendment.

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Florida is correct. Is there
objection to the request? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

REDUCTION IN INTERIOR DEPARTMENT
APPROPRIATIONS — EFFECT ON THE
WEST

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I should
like to address myself to the matter of
the Department of the Interior appro-
priation bill as reported to the House by
the House Committee on Appropriations
and as passed by the House.

I feel that this is a matter of sufficient
urgency to warrant ifs discussion at this
moment. Yesterday afternoon, imme-
diately before the vote on the motion
of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse]
to recommit the labor bill, the able Sena-
tor from Ohio [Mr. Tartl, chairman of
the Republican policy committee, took
the time to discuss this question and
to yield the floor to other Republican
Senators to express themselves on the
point he had raised. The Senator from
Ohio refused to accede to the request of
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O'ManonEY] to yield to him or to other

smocratic Senators on the ground that
they would have ample time to answer
the Republican statements during the
later progress of the debate on the labnr
bill. So, while I hesitate to intrude this
subject at this point, I feel that the able
Senator from Ohio has left me no
alternative.

It is my belief that the House action
in cutting the Interior Department
budget recommendations of the Presi-
dent by more than 40 percent represents
an invitation to mass desecration of the
West and its resources.
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From the nature of the pending pro-
posal, I should judge that this action
represents the policies of the Republican
Party.

I should like to call attention to just
what this so-called economy action
means to the West—yes; and to the
Nation. !

It is the story of the sabotage of the
West. It is a story of a wave of false
economy being sponsored by the major-
ity party in Congress which will hasten
depression and retard the development
of our great region by many, many years.

Mr. Julius A. Krug, the Secretary of
the Interior, had this to cay about the
proposed cuts:

The proposed budget reductions in my
opinion would cause a tremendous set-back
in the Natlon's economy. That set-back
might be enough to set off a major depres-
slon. 5 -

Mr. Erug went further. He said:

You can't hope to head cff foreign “isms"”
if we cannot maintain a sound economy in
this country,

The Appropriations Committee of the
House did no careful job of pruning. Its
action gives no evidence of its members
having carefully considered each item
and the effect of each reduction in ap-
propriation. The members could easily
have thrown a wad of gum at a wall
chart with the pledge “where the wad
sticks—that is where we will cut.” The
minor increases made by the House were
made on a similar basis. That was po-
litical expediency rather than economic
justification. The two may have coin-
cided, but that was not the fault of the
House.

It was only the threat of outright re-
volt by many western Representatives
which brought about those restorations
of funds. It was a political deal to pre-
vent those westerners from following
their consciences and voting to recom-
mit the entire bill for revision. They
went through that budget with a meat
ax. They chopped it off just slightly be-
low the head.

Here are some of the effects of the
House action, wherein the amount of
money available to the Department of
the Interior was cut $135,000,000.

In the first place the amount of money
available for construction work on proj-
ects in Western States was hacked by
57 percent—from $132,000,000 to $57.-
000,000,

And what does that mean?

It means, for example, that the Pali-
sades project on the South Fork of the
Snake River in Idaho was cut from
$2,629,000 to $876,000. That is just one-
third of the amount of money for Pali-
sades that the President requested.

At that annual rate of expenditure it
would take 33 years to complete the Pali-
sades project. Of course, the Bureau of
Reclamation had planned to complete
the big reclamation dam in 5 years. But
at this rate of construction it will take
33 years. It is a good long-term project,
that way. A young man could begin
work on the dam now and spend his
whole life on just that one job. He
would never run out of work, It would
not help the farmers very much who
need supplemental water. But it would
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be a nice sinecure for some politician
who is interested only in making the
work last. )

There is not much economy in that
type of operation. Over those 33 years
the people would be paying many times
the rental on heavy equipment. And
they would be keeping a force of admin-
istrators and bookkeepers at work a lot
longer than under the Democratic plan
of building the dam in 5 years. But
then it makes a nice showing on the 1948
budget. Why worry about real economy.
Let us make the bookkeeping for 1948
look good.

The Bureau of Reclamation item for
investigation of the feasibility of addi-
tional projects was practically wiped out.
The President recommended $5,000,000.
The money allowed by the House is
$125,000. That is just 2 percent of the
current level of expenditure for such
investigations. What does it matter if
we do not plan intelligently for the fu-
ture development of now arid lands?
Let us wait for an emergency and do our
planning then. No need to lock to the
future. Why try to build a better State, .
better region, and better Nation for our-
selves and our children?

The Bureau of Reclamation has told
me that with only such funds as these
for investigation the work would vir-
tually cease. The highly trained tech-
nical staffs will disintegrate. The Bu-
reau of Reclamation will be erippled for
many years—even if appropriations are
restored to higher levels next year, or
the year after next.

The House Appropriations Committee
heard a very logical presentation of the
needs for the extension of Bonneville
Power Administration electrical trans-
mission lines into northern Idaho. But
apparently arguments as to the sound-
ness of that expenditure from a strictly
business standpoint failed to impress the
majority of the House Appropriations
Committee.

The appropriations bill which was
written and pushed through the House
completely .ignores the recommendation
by the President that funds be appro-
priated for the power line. Not one
dime is appropriated to the Bonneville
Power Administration with which to
build the power line into the Idaho
Panhandle. Not only was that money
completely hatcheted out of the appro-
priation, but the House also cut out funds
recommended by the President for in-
vestigation and planning of a further
extension of Bonneville Power trans-
mission lines info southern Idaho.

If that money had been available a
start would have been made toward
bringing cheap power into southern
Idaho for processing farm products in
new indusirial plants. And most im-
portant of all, the power would have been
brought to the largest phosphate depos-
its in the United States, in southeastern
Idaho. With that cheap power near the
phosphate rock it would have been possi=-
ble to manufacture adequate amounts of
phosphate fertilizer for use on our west-
ern farms. The raw materials and the
power would have been there. Farm co-
operatives such as those sponsored by
the Grange and other farm organizations
could have manufactured phosphate for
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their members. Private corporations
could have entered the field, building new
pay rolls and solving the fertilizer short-
‘age. We would not need to depend on
fertilizer factories in Germany which
some Senators have described as dan-
gerous because of the possibility they
could be quickly converted into muni-
tions plants. Buft that did not impress

the House Appropriations Committee.

The money was stricken out of the
budget in the name of economy, as
if a power line such as that one would
not have paid its way many times over;
as if the new taxable wealth created
would not have yielded many mote dol-
lars to the United States Treasury, and as
if the increased well-being of the people
of the West would not have offset any
momentary out-of-pocket cost even if
there would be such cost, which there
would not be.

The President recommended a budget
of $20,278,000 for the Bonneville Power
Administration. The House cut the fig-
ure to $6,907,800.

Included in the President’s recommen-
dation was four million seven hundred
thousand for operation and maintenance
of the transmission system. That was
cut to two and one-half million. In-
cluded in the President’s recommenda-
tion was $15,578,000 for construction of
new transmission lines. That was cut to
$4,407,000.

Perhaps this can be defended in the
name of economy. Yes, perhaps it can.
It is the same kind of economy as would
be practiced by a storekeeper who pur-
chased a fine stock of merchandise and
then kept it boxed up in the basement of
his store because he wanted to save the
money he otherwise would have spent in
buying attractive display tables and in
making the stock available to his cus-
tomers. That storekeeper would not
move much merchandise.

Neither will the great power dams,
present and prospective, sell much power
to the people for whom it is being pro-
duced if the means to transmit that
power to the place where it may be used
is cut off.

All of our reclamation laws from time
immemorial have carried clauses requir-
ing that public power must first be offered
to publie agencies, to reclamation dis-
tricts, to REA’s, to public utility districts,
to municipalities and so on. That is a
very fine clause but it has not meant very
much to the people of my State and to
the people of the West in a great many
places.

The reason it has not meant much is
that it is impossible for a small munici-
pality, a small rural electric cooperative,
or other such agency, to take a bucket to
Bonneville Dam and carry back a pail-
ful of electricity. Electricity is usable
only when it is available, not at the dam,
but at the point of consumption.

None of these small agencies can
finance, alone, the construction of a huge
trensmission line. Therefore, few of
them can buy public power in Idaho.
Those few that do buy public power must
buy it under an exchange agreement
with private power companies. That is,
it must be carried over private power
company lines at greatly increased cost.
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The committee did allow some money
for building power lines, not in Idaho,
however. But even on those lines for
which they did appropriate funds they
cut out all money for substations to de-
liver the power to local users. They
said those substations should be built by
the consumers. Can you not see, Mr.
President, a small REA building a huge
substation to get its little bit of power
from the high line? Of course, the com-
mittee knows that except for the Federal
Government, no one but a rich private
power company could build such a sub-
station. .

The committee’s action is a deliberate
effort to nuilify the long-established
policy of the Congress with regard to the
sale of public power. It effectively pro-
hibits most of the public power distribut-
ing agencies of my State from obtain-
ing Columbia River power just as ef-
fectively as if it had repealed the law,
but without repealing the law.

It is not as if the requested funds were
in the form of a gift. That money is no
gift. Neither is it running expense. It
is a loan which is repaid in cash, and
which is repaid many times over by the
taxes on the new wealth created.

There is an interesting tie-up in con-
nection with this choking off of public
power development. The development
of power by these big multiple-purpose
projects becomes increasingly necessary
for reclamation development. Costs are
rising, not only because of the infla-
tionary period which we are undergoing,
but because most of the easy projects
have been built. The more expensive
ones are left. The only reason they are
feasible economically for the farmer is
that power sales may be used to help
defray the cost, and thus lessen the pay-
ments of the individual reclaimed land-
owner,

Thus, by tossing a monkey wrench
into the orderly development of the
power features of the program, these
so-called economizers are going to in-
crease the cost to reclamation farm own-
ers so much that soon it will be impos-
sible to make enough money off the land
to meet the high payments, and the
House committee, whose action has been
endorsed by most of the majority party
Members of the House, realizes this.

The committee makes an interesting
statement in the report on the bill. I
quote from the committee report:

The committee has requested the Com-
missioner of Reclamation to have increased
construction costs of irrigation facilities re-
fiected in new or amendatory repayment
contracts for projects under construction or
where work has not started.

Future appropriations for projects in Colo-
rado, California, the Missourl Basin, and
elsewhere will depend on the willingness of
prospective beneficiaries to assume addi-
tional repayment obligations,

That innocent-sounding language cov-
er: a multitude of sins. It means, I
would judge, that the sanctity of con-
tracts, which some of the Senators on
the other side of the aisle defend so
righteously in other matters, is of little
matter when it is the Government deal-
ing with a small irrigation farmer.

It means nothing, apparently, that the
United States of America has entered

MAy 1

into a solemn covenant with these water
users as to the size of the payments they
must make in return for irrigation water.
There must be “new or amendatory re-
payment contracts,” in the words of the
committee.

Those “new or amendatory repayment
contracts” may well push the cost of the
water higher than the recognized ability
to pay out of the products of that land.
When that happens the farmer either
will have to give up his land or go broke,
and the responsibility will rest upon
those who framed this policy.

There is an alternative. Those in-
creased costs must be met and the people
of the West want to meet them. They
do not want a Government dole or hand-
out. Those increased costs can be met
by full development of the power re-
sources of the rivers. But that devel-
opment will not come when short-sighted
policies such as those involved in the bill
are followed by the Congress.

I know the farmers of southern Idaho
who have signed repayment contracts for
water from Anderson Ranch Dam will be
very deeply interested in that portion of
the bill. T know their reaction will be
violent, and justifiably so. Costs of An-
derson Ranch Dem have exceeded the
original estimates, and the Burean of
Reclamation had plans for working out
those increased costs through power
revenues.

The Columbia Basin report of the Bu-
reau of Reclamation has a sound sug-
gestion fo the Congress in this regard.
It contemplates the pooling of power
revenues of all the dams on the river or
in the basin to establish a set cost for
irrigation development.

In the development of irrigation and
power projects we all know that the most
accessible and easily irrigated lands were
developed first. As time went on the
more expensive projects were developed.
The first projects required merely the
building of diversion canals. Later came
the construction of small dams. Then
the larger dams such as Arrowrock,
American Falls, and so on, were builf
by the Federal Government because they
were too big to be built by small groups
of farmers. Now we have skimmed off
the cream, so to speak, and the projects
remaining become more and more ex-
pensive.

If those projects had to be repaid out
of irrigation repayment revenues alone,
most of the projects which we are push-
ing could not be built. The cost per acre
of land irrigated would be more than
the production of that land could pay
back.

That is where power comes into the
picture. The power developed by irri-
gation projects can be sold and the money
used to help defray the cost, thus lower=
ing the cost to the farmer water users.
That has been done to some extent on
our projects already.

But irrigation dams on the upper
Snake River and its tributaries, for ex-~
ample, will not develop much power. The
location of these dams for the best irri-
gation use is such that there is not a
steep enough fall nor a sufficient head
of water to generate huge amounts of
power. On the other hand, the dams
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projected in Hell’s Canyon of the Snake,
on the Snake below Lewiston and on the
Columbia can generate terrific amounts
of power.

Therefore the Bureau of Reclamation
makes this suggestion to the States and
to Congress in its Columbia Basin re-
port—and I think it is a good one:

Its plan is to pool all of the repayable
costs on all of the irrigation and power
projects of the Columbia Basin and add
up the amount into one big total for the
whole basin.

Then it would do the same thing with
revenues. It would set up the amount
of money which an acre of new irrigated
land could repay. On these upstream
projects that amount probably would be
far less than the cost. In other words,
the project could not be built because it
would not pay out if all of the repayment
had to come from the irrigated land.

But the Bureau of Reclamation would
add up the amount which could be re-
paid by the water users from their land
and to that it would add the revenue
from all of the power projects of the Co-
lumbia Basin. Thus those big power
dams in Hell's Canyon on the Snake,
the big navigation dams projected on
the Snake below Lewiston, and the big
dams on the Columbia River itself would
all generate power whose revenues would
assist in paying for irrigation projects.

That solution evidently does not meet
with the approval of the majority party
members who framed this Interior De-
partment appropriations report and who
passed this bill in the House of Repre-
sentatives. They are so interested in
preserving the private domain of the
private power companies in the West
that they will allow the irrigation farm-
ers to go broke before they will see any
additional development of public power.

That is their decision. Then let the
record be clear. Let the people know of
this action. And let the people express
themselves on whether they favor such
policies in 1948. Let them be heard on
vivgk;%ther that is what they voted for in

Some eastern and midwestern Mem-
bers of Congress have had much to say
about Federal subsidies for the West.
They feel that reclamation and public
power projects in the West represent an
imposition on the people of the Midwest
and East. They profess to think it is
some kind of a pork-barrel grab,

I should like to call the attention of
these Members to an interesting bit of
information. It is a Government com-
pilation of all of the money spent by the
Government on water conservation and
control projects from 1824 to 1944, It
shows that in the 17 western irrigation
States only about $851,000,000 of non-
repayable Federal money has been spent.
But in the rest of the United States
$3,300,000,000 of nonrepayable public-
works funds have been spent for harbors,
navigation, flood control, and the like.
I am not complaining about those ex-
penditures. I am simply drawing a
comparison, because it is most favorable
to the West. In the case of repayable
Federal money, true, $919,000,000 have
been spent in the 17 irrigation States of
the West. But that money will be re-
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paid or has been repaid. All of the
repayable money in all of the rest of the
United States, however, totals only
$499,000,000. Thus it would seem the
West is paying its way and the East is
not.

As a matter of fact, in many Mid-
western and Eastern States none of the
money has been repaid. For example,
in the State of Ohio $150,000,000 have
been spent for such projects by the Fed-
eral Government. I am glad they had
the developments. But, Mr. President,
this is the point. Not one dime of it
has been repaid by the people of Ohio.
It would seem that the people of the
East and Midwest have little reason to
look down their noses at us. They had
better look down their noses at their
own feet.

The bill gives evidence of being the
work of plunderers like those who began
the dissipation of our natural resources
in the days before Theodore Roosevelt.
Apparently the majority party members
got their Roosevelts mixed up. They
thought that reclamation, power devel-
opment, preservation of natural re-
sources, and so on, were initiated by
Franklin D. Roosevelt. Of course, we all
know what the leaders of the majority
party in Congress think of his program.
They have forgotten that these sound
policies were given their first big impetus
under President Teddy Roosevelt. I
would wager that he would not recognize
his party if he saw it today. Yes; we
have turned back the clock to before the
days of Teddy Roosevelt.

The over-all cut in appropriations for
the Interior Department as passed by the
House was about 47 percent under what
the President recommended.

This was done in the name of economy,
of course,

But the members of the majority party
who initiated these cuts consistently re-
fused funds for what they admitted were
essential functions. They admitted that
the Government was obligated to per-
form these functions. They admitted
that a great many of them paid back
dollar for dollar to the United States
Treasury.

Let us take another look at the report
of the House Appropriations Commit-
tee.

Time after time as funds were refused
the committee said either that these
functions should be performed by local
taxing units—States, counties, or cities—
or they should be performed by private
enterprise.

The Indian Service is an example.
The appropriation was cut about $11,-
000,000—from forty-four million to
thirty-three million. Much of this
money was for education of Indians. Let
me read what the committee had to say
about education:

Much assistance could and should be given
to the Federal Government by the States
and municipalities. In denying all proposed
increases and effecting o substantial reduc-
tion, this situation has been taken into con-
sideration.

The committee, after cutting funds
and telling the States that they must

take over the job, has the audacity to
recommend that the Government live up
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to its treaty obligations and provide
school facilities for all Navajo children
of school age. The reason the Govern-
ment has not been doing this has been
lack of funds, of course.

I have the word of William Zimmer-
man, the Acting Commissioner of the
Office of Indian Affairs, that these fund
cuts will make it necessary to turn out
of school about 5,500 Indian children in
the West. As for the Navajos the com=-
mittee said it wanted to start educating,
not only will it be impossible, but 1,000
Navajo Indian children now attending
school will be turned out and their
schools closed.

I think this is particularly ironical,
Our history books tell us that the white
man freated the Indian pretty badly in
the early days. The white man took the
good land away from the Indians and
pushed the redmen onto land less and
less desirable. Finally they were pushed
into the arid lands of the West, which
were not even irrigated in those days.

For many years we have recognized
that because our ancestors freated the
Indians so badly we should try to make
amends. Now the House committee
changes all that, and even refuses to pro-
vide Indian boys and girls with ordinary
education, which is supposed to be avail-
able to all in this great Nation of ours.
The committee says that it is the obliga-
tion of our western States where the
Indians were pushed in the early days
to take care of them. The people in
the Eastern and Middle Western States
from which those Indians were ousted
are supposed now in no way to share the
obligation through payment of Federal
taxation.

We of the West, of sparsely populated
States such as Idaho, Nevada, New Mex-
ico, and Arizona—=States whose citizens
are taxed to the limii of their capacity
to pay in order to support present school
facilities—are asked, in addition, to ed-
ucate the Indians who are, by all rights,
wards of the Federal Government, of
all the people of the United States. It
is a unique theory, and it is one to which
I object strenuously both as an Idahoan
and as an American.

The Republican majority in the com~
mittee has displayed the same kind of
reasoning as it went through, item by
item, the functions of the Interior De-
partment in the West.

It cut out the statistical studies made
to rive consumers and the public basic
information on the coal mining industry,
It said the mine owners could provide
that information.

It cut out funds for stream gaging by
the Geological Survey. Of course such
work is absolutely essential for the opera=
tion of an irrigation dam or a flood-con=-
trol dam. But out went the funds, and
consternation will reign if the bill goes
through in that fashion.

The Federal Fish and Wildlife Service
puts out market reports for the fishing
industry much as the Agriculture De-
partment does for the livestock, potato
and grain industries. The money for
that fish-market reporting is cut out.
Who cares. Give the big speculators a
boost. Gouge the little man by refusing
to give him reliable information on where
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he should sell his produce. Perhaps that
is a taste of what will happen to the
United States Department of Agricul-
ture market reports when the Agriculture
appropriation bill comes up.

Funds for wildlife restoration under
the Pittman-Robertson Act were left en-
tirely up in the air. The committee said
they could have whatever income they
make from their activities, but they will
not know what that amount is for some
time. I guess those committee mem-
bers look upon wildlife restoration un-
der the Pittman-Robertson Act as an-
other kind of New Deal socialism.

Oh, yes, I must not forget the poor
old Grazing Service, or rather what is
left of it. It is now merged into the
Bureau of Land Management. But the
funds for grazing-land administration
will be about half of the $1,500,000
needed.

The committee said there would be no
more money for Federal grazing-land
administration until the Bureau in-
creases the fee. The fee has just been
increased from 5 to 8 cents, but the com-
mittee said that is not enough.

That is a curious recommendation, be-
cause I happen to recall why the fees
have not been raised. It is because when
C. L. Forsling, then Chief of the Graz-
ing Service, proposed an increase to 15
cents per animal unit monthly in 1945
he was met by a great howl from the
grazing-permit holders, which howl per-
suaded the Senate Public Lands Com-
mittee to recommend against the in-
crease.

So the Federal grazing people find
that by withholding the fee increase, as
ordered by the Senate Committee, they
are cut off from funds by the House.
That is something for those grazing-
permit holders who fought the increase
to think about, too. The amount of
money left for grazing administration is
just about sufficient to maintain one dis-
trict grazing office in each State. Hur-
ray again for the despoilers. Let the
Federal grazing lands become over-
grazed dust bowls. Why worry about
reseeding or preserving this great nat-
ural resource in Idaho or any other
Western State? Cut the funds and econ-
omize. Yes; let us economize ourselves
right out of the only real wealth we have
in the West, our natural resources.

That same kind of reasoning went
into the committee’s action in cutting
National Park Service funds. The Tri-
State Yellowstone Park Civic Associa-
tion—which includes a 1lot of civie-
minded people in three States—Idaho,
Wpyoming, and Montana—has asked for
funds to keep Yellowstone open for a
longer season. Well, here is the answer
of the majority party members of the
House ~ommittee. I will read you their
words:

It is estimated that an all-time high will
be reached in the number of visitors to park
areas during the travel year 1947. In recog-
nition of this situation, the committee has
recommended smaller reductions than in
many other activities.

That is what the committee said.
There are going to be 'nore people in
the parks, including Yellowstone, than
ever before. So the committee says, “We
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will not provide even as much money as
the Parl: Service has been getting to take
care of those huge crowds, police the
parks, and keep open the facilities.”

I have charged that much of this so-
called Republican economy action is
merely bookkeeping economy.

By that I mean that there are at least
two classes of appropriations in our Fed-
eral budget. There are those appropri-
ations which might be called running
expenses, namely, money that is paid out,
upon which no financial reimbursement
is expected.

The other class is what might be
termed capital investment.

Appropriations for reclamation dams,
for power generation, and for transmis-
sion lines come under the heading of
capital investment.

The money is loaned and is paid back.
In making that capital investment new
wealth is created far beyond the value
of the installations themselves,

How can we justify as economy the
cutting off of an investment which re-
turns many times more money to the
Federal Treasury and to the people than
is expended?

It is entirely misleading to look upon
such appropriations as out-of-pocket ex-
pense. It is merely bad bookeeping that
makes the Republican Party think it is
accomplishing anything in the way of
economy when it cuts to ribbons such
appropriations.

On the contrary, instead of economiz-
ing, the Republicans are actually laying
the groundwork for a new depression by
failing to make proper provision for full
employment in future years.

The United States News of April T,
1947, which is a conservative business
publication, carried an interesting ar-
ticle based, it said, on figures of Gov-
ernment statistical experts.

The figures estimated the physical
needs of the United States if it is to as-
sure work for all in this country by 1950.

The article starts out this way:

The job of assuring work for all, in the
view of Government planners, is to be too
much for the existing United States indus-
trial machine by 1950. These planners figure
that full employment will require greatly en-
larged capacity in the basic industries that
keep the United States plant operating—
steel, electric power, oil production, lumber,
and mining.

Then the figures are cited. It is shown
that 252,000,000,000 kilowatt-hours of
electricity will be needed in 1950 if our
industrial machine is to employ all of
the people who are employable at that
time. That is an increase of 21,000,000,-
000 kilowatt-hours over present electric-
power production.

That increased production can come
from building the big reclamation and
power dams on the Columbia and Snake
Rivers, on the Missouri River, and on
the Colorado River. But it cannot be
done by starting in December of 1949. It
takes years to build such projects. We
have not a moment to lose. We cannot
delay on these important projects on the
ground that they are some sort of make-
work projects to be taken up when times
are bad and to be abandoned when times
are temporarily good. This, Mr. Presi-
dent, is the building of a nation.
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LABOR RELATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the hill (S. 1126) to amend the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act, to provide
additional facilities for the mediation
of labor disputes affecting commerce, to
equalize legal responsibilities of labor
organizations and employers, and for
other purposes.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President——

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, if the Sen~
ator from Nebraska will yield to me, let
me say that I see no reason why the
Senate should {ake a recess at this time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment, as modified, proposed by the Sena-
tor from Minnesota [Mr. BaLLl.

Mr. TAFT. I suggest the absence of
& quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll. .

The Chief Clerk proceeded fo call the
roll.

During the calling of the roll,

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the call of the roll
be dispensed with, and that I be per-
mitted to withdraw my suggestion of
the absence of a quorum.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I should like
to make an inquiry. The debate on the
labor bill has been extended over sev-
eral days. I am wondering why ex-
traneous matters should be injected into
the debate and brought before the Sen-
ate by various Senators, and why Mem-
bers of the Senate should not be pri-
marily concerned with completing de-
bate on this critical issue.

I am in accord with the sentiments
which have been expressed by the senior
Senator from Ohio, namely, I think that
while the country is demanding some
action on the important legislation now
pending before the Senate and upon
other important legislative proposals,
the Members of this body should be pres-
ent at all sessions of the Senate to dis-
charge their obligations and their duties.
I do not know why the debate on the
question now pending should be extended
over weeks and weeks, while many other
vital questions are awaiting action.

I shall not object to the request of
the Senator from Ohio, but I think the
Members of the Senate should be on
the job.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, the request of the
Senator from Ohio is not debatable.

Is there objection to the request? The
Chair hears none, and the order for the
roll call is rescinded.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, let me say
that I have very much the same feeling
as that which has been expressed by the
Senator from Idaho. The debate on the
labor bill has now gone on for 6 full
days. There have been long speeches,
some of them dealing directly with the
measure now before the Senafe, and in
some cases some of them dealing very
indirectly with that measure,

It seems to me that the Senate should
proceed to debate the pending issue and
to decide the various questions which
arise in connection with it, and I think
the Senate should decide them promptly,
as they arise.
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We will obtain a vote on one amend-
ment tomorrow under the unanimous-
consent agreement; but it seems to me
that the Senate will either have to hold
8 session every evening or else meet from
11 in the morning until 6 in the evening
each day, in order that we may finally
reach some decision on the questions in-
volved in the proposed labor legislation.
They are perfecfly reasonable, simple
questions, and they can be debated and
disposed of in a short time.

Many other matters of great impor-
tance are awaiting action by the Senate,
and many important measures are now
on the calendar. So I do not think the
Senate should indefinitely proceed to de-
bate any one measure, even one so im-
portant as the bill which is now the un~
finished business.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for an observation?

Mr. TAFT. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. In partial reply to the
comment made by the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. DworsHAK], giving some-
what of a lecture to Members of the
Senate as to why they should be pres-
ent, I should like to say that, so far as
the Senator from Illinois is concerned,
he has been busily engaged in listening
to the expert testimony on the tax bill
known as House bill 1, which now is the
subject of hearings by the Finance Com-
mittee. Obviously it is impossible for a
Senator to be in two places at the same
time. I dare say that if the Senator
from Idaho is interested in a reclamation
project in the West and is a member of
a committee dealing with it, and if the
matter is of considerable imporiance, he
will not be on the floor of the Senate all
the time, but he will be trying to protect
the interests of his section of the coun-
try, as it is his bounden duty to do.

I do not feel that the criticism which
has been made is really just. It is rather
difficult to keep Senstors on the floor of
the Senate all the time.

So far as I am concerned, the quorum
call can go on; and if the Senator makes
another speech on that matter, I shall
suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I
certainly did not intend to deliver a lec-
ture to the Members of this distinguished
body. I recognize that much important
work is transacted in the various com-
mittees, and I have no desire to be criti-
cal of the acting minority leader or any
other Member of the Senate.

I wish to assure my colleague from Il-
linois that I, too, am a member of an im-
portant committee of this body; and if
he will check the records, he will find
that the Appropriations Committee and
the 12 subcommittees thereof hold daily
hearings throughout the enfire session,
and that the members of the Appropria-
tions Committee are required to dis-
charge their duties the same as Senators
who are members of committees which
meet, infrequently. I certainly had no
intention of lecturing the Members of
this body.

But, Mr. President, I reiterate that we
have heard much about the necessity of
having the Senate and the House trans-
act business during the present critical
and important session. We have con-
sidered the advisability of holding ses-
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sions 6 days every week and of holding
evening sessions.

I wonder how we can transact all the
business we are expected to transact,
with only 3 months remaining, under the
provisions of the Reorganization Act, be-
fore we are expected to adjourn or take
a recess for the summer. All Senators
must realize that there are 10 appropria-
tion bills to be considered by subcommit-
tees of the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee, and later to be considered on the
floor of the Senate, during the next 2
months, because there remain only 2
months of the current fiscal year; and
of course the appropriation bills are ex-
pected to clear this body and the House
of Representatives prior to June 30.

So, Mr. President, I do not think I was
out of order in saying what I did.
Neither was I desirous of delivering a
lecture to the older members of this body.
I certainly regret that the acting minor-
ity leader found it necessary to make the
comment which he did make.

If, on the other hand, I am not in
order when I suggest the advisability of
holding sessions so that the Senate may
dispose of pending matters with reason-
able diligence, then I have no other com-
ment to make. Probably I shall learn a
little more about the operations and
procedures of this body as time goes on;
but I am cognizant of the fact that many
citizens of this Nation expect some forth-
right and vigorous action to be taken by
this body and by the other branch of the
Congress, and I am objecting to conduct
which may be regarded as justification
for many of the complaints which have
been made of us in the newspapers and
in radio broadcasts which constantly are
critical of this body because we do not
continue in session and take the action
which the country is demanding of us.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I do not
wish to labor this question and I was not
attempting to be critical of the Senator
from Idaho. If he wishes to criticize any
group of Senators, he sheuld criticize the
majority, not the minority, because the
majority has complete control of what
is done in the Senate.

Every so often we receive verbal
spankings by some new Member of the
Senate. That is perfectly all right, and
I think perhaps they do some good.
However, if a Republican Senator is go-
ing to lecture or criticize any Senator for
not being on the floor of the Senate, he
should direct his remarks at the Mem-
bers of his own party.

We on the Democratic side of the aisle
will try to help muster a majority on a
quorum call any time a Senator wishes
to suggest the absence of a quorum. If
the Senator wishes to have a quorum call
at this time, that will be perfectly satis-
factory to me, and I shall fry to round
up as many Democratic Senators as I
can.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED
BILL SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (H. R. 2849) making appro-
priations to supply deficiencies in certain
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appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1947; and for other purposes,
and it was signed by the President pro
tempore.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be~
fore the Senate a message from the Pres-
ident of the United States submitting
the nomination of Owen McIntosh
Burns, of Pennsylvania, to be United
States attorney for the western district
of Pennsylvania, vice Charles F. Uhl,
term expired, which was referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

RECESS

Mr. WHERRY. I move that the Sen-
ate take a recess until tomorrow at 11
o'clock a. m.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o’clock and 3 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Friday, May
2, 1947, at 11 o'clock a. m.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate May 1 (legislative day of April
21), 1947:

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY

Owen McIntosh Burns, of Pennsylvania, to
be United States attorney for the western
district of Pennsylvania, vice Charles F. Uhl,
term expired.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TaUrsDAY, May 1, 1947

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera
Montgomery, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Our Heavenly Father, whose being is
without beginning and without ending,
and whose mercy is from everlasting to
everlasting, whatever the needs of this
day may be, impart to us Thy gracious
spirit. Inspire us with the loftiest con-
ceptions of truth and right, that by faith
and courage we may hasten the domin-
ion of Thy kingdom of peace and happi-
ness and brotherly love toward all men.
Kindle the flames of devotion upon the
altars of our hearts, so that in our hopes
and aspirations we shall more and more
reach out toward Thee.

Grant Thy blessing upon our distin-
guished guest, as his visitation to our
country symbolizes the harmony and
understanding between our peoples. We
pray that time may intensify and seal
the spirit of unity, and that our common
interests may be evidenced by mutual
cooperation and respect.

In the name of the world's Saviour.
Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and.approved.

RECESS

The SPEAEER. The Chair declares
the House in recess subject to the ecall
of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 4 min-
utes p. m.) the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair,
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JOINT MEETING OF THE HOUSE AND SEN-
ATE TO HEAR AN ADDRESS BY HIS EX-
CELLENCY MIGUEL ALEMAN, PRESI-
DENT OF THE UNITED MEXICAN STATES

At 12 o'clock and 14 minutes p. m., the
Doorkeeper announced the President pro
tempore of the Senate and the Members
of the United States Senate.

The Senate, preceded by the President
pro tempore of the Senate and by their
Secretary and Sergeant at Arms, entered
the Hall of the House of Representatives.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore of the
Senate took the chair at the right of the
Speaker, and the Members of the Sen-
ate took the 5:ats reserved for them.

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints
on the part of the House as members of
the committee to conduct the President
of the United Mexican States into the
Chamber the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. HaireEck], the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr, EaToN], the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. RAYBURN], and the gentleman
from New York [Mr, Broom].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore of the
Senate. On behalf of the Senate, the
President pro tempore appoints the fol-
lowing Senate Members of the same
committee: the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Tartl, the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
WaERRY ], the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. BareLEY], and the Senator from
Texas [Mr, CONNALLY],

At 12 o’clock and 27 minutes p. m., the
Doorkeeper announced the Cabinet of
the President of the United States.

“The members of the Cabinet of the
President of the United States entered
the Hall of the House of Representatives
and took the seats reserved for them in
front of the Speaker’s rostrum,

At 12 o’clock and 28 minutes p. m., the
Doorkeeper announced the Cabinet of
the President of the United Mexican
States.

The members of the Cabinet of the
President of the United Mexican States,
followed by the President’s aides, en-
tered the Hall of the House of Repre-
sentatives and took the seats reserved for
them in front of the Speaker's rostrum.

At 12 o'clock and 31 minutes p. m.,
the Doorkeeper announced the Presi-
dent of the United Mexican States.

The President of the United Mexican
States, escorted by the committee of
Senators and Representatives, entered
the Hall of {he House of Representatives
and stood at the Clerk’s desk. [Ap-
plause, the Members rising.]

The SPEAKER. On behalf of my col-
leagues of the Eightieth Congress, I am
happy to extend to our distinguished
guest our cordial geetings and best
wishes. We believe that he has honored
us by coming to this historic forum to
deliver an address to the American
people, an act that will strengthen the
bonds of friendship and good will which
exist between the United Mexican States
and the United States of America. Our
two countries were united in fighting
against the mighty totalitarian forces
which threatened the destruction of all
freedom in the world. We must re-
main united to work toward rescuing
the world from the chaos, confusion,
and misery which are the aftermath of
war.
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Members of the Congress, it is my
great pleasure, and I deem it a high
privilege and honor, to present to you
His Excellency Miguel Aleman, President
of the United Mexican States. [Ap-
plause, the Members rising.]

ADDRESS BY HIS EXCELLENCY MIGUEL
ALEMAN, PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
MEXICAN STATES

President ALEMAN. Mr, Speaker, Mr.
President, honorable Members of the
Congress, as the President of a country
that has unceasingly struggled for de-
mocracy, finding in democracy not only
a solution for the problem of its own ex-
istence but the enduring basis for inter-
national peace, I am sincerely grateful
for the honor of being received in this
Congress where democracy holds sway.

The essential meaning of this cere-
mony lies in its friendly spontaneity. It
proves the firm decision with which our
nations have overcome the obstacles of
the past. Over and above their differ-
ences in temperament, in folkways, and
in language, two peoples that profoundly
love their independence have found ways
to a mutual understanding—ways of liv-
ing side by side, of sharing life together,
without violence or suspicion. [Ap-
plause.]

This attitude of reciprocal esteem is,
also, an outcome of democracy. A coun-
try under a tyrant's rule is not to be
trusted, nor can other countries live se-
curely beside it. And when the state cur-
tails individual freedom in order to im-
pose its will or that of a political party,
civilization is cn the wane, because civi-
lization is the onward march to the full
liberation of man, making him fully con-
scious of his own rights, entitling him to
demand the same respect for them that
he renders the rights of others, and mak-
ing him true to himself in his love of
country and true to his country in his
loyalty to international solidarity. [Ap-
plause.]

This is the type of manhood democ-
racies are shaping. We Mexicans are
molding it.

Our entire history has been a struggle
against want, against intervention, and
against despotism. Against colonial des-
potism we rebelled for independence in
the days of Hidalgo and Morelos.
Against the greed of Europe, the coun-
try arose unafraid in the days of Juarez.
And against the prolonged system of per-
sonal rule that frustrated much of what
the common people had expected from
the wars of independence and reform,
the men of 1910 started our revolution.
[Applause.]

As the son of one of those men, I speak
to you now. With the Mexican Revo-
lution many of your people were in sym-
pathy, but others proved reticent. I take
great pride in saying this to you: Our
revolution preceded by several years
many of the social reforms in other lands,
the very same reforms in the defense of
which our two countries have just fought.

When in the midst of the storm the
voice of a great American bespoke an
era in which all men would be free from
want and from fear, free to believe and
free to think, we in Mexico sensed that
these were ideals akin to our own, de-
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signed to serve best the security of our
hemisphere.

War did not change in Mexico our
political ideas, the trend of our public
thinking, or the structure of our insti-
tutions. It did not alter our interna-
tional policy. Unlike those who had to
improvise an ideology to justify their co-
operation with the democracies, we Mex-
icans went to war for the selfsame moral
reasons which moved us to condemn all
aggression, whether within or beyond
our soil. We went to war because the
dictators responsible - for the conflict
sought to destroy elsewhere the rights
defended for our people by our fore-
fathers against the oppressors at home
and against alien imperialists. We
fought. because the pledges our Allies
made, though spoken in another lan-
guage, meant liberation, justice, and
faith in mankind. For these lofty pur-
poses, my people have always been ready
to offer their lives.

I have dwelt on the straightforward-
ness of Mexico in the conduct of its in-
ternational affairs, because such a con-
duct is the best foundation for the unity
of our peoples in the period now begin-
ning. So long as this unity rests on
right, abides by the comity of nations,
and is kindled by cooperation, and sus-
tained by the resolve to reach a just
goal—the goal of living with honor and
progressing without impairment of our
independence—nothing, nothing shall
hinder the harmony between our peoples.
[Applause.]

Nations, like individuals, work fogether
successfully only when they undertake
jointly something they would also wish
to accomplish severally. Mexico and the
United States have an example to set
for the world—the example of two coun-
tries, however different in size and
wealth, cooperating on a plane of jurid-
ical edquality above suspicion, and whose
relations are not based on power polities.

How could we hope for the democratic
solidarity which we so much desire for
all peoples, if we ourselves, Americans
and Mexicans, were not capable of shar-
ing peace in frankness and in loyalty?
How could we expect that noncontiguous
countries reach what we, neighbors by
reason of history and geography, fail to
accomplish in friendship and disinterest?
[Applause.]

Fortunately in recent times both of us
have learned a few things. We have
learned that isolation is not a good for-
mula for living; that it is not good tac-
tics for security. We have learned that
if the goal is not domination of one sys-
tem by another—necessarily a transitory
and unjust condition—much more is
achieved in a single year of loyal co-
operation than in many years of hatred
and rancor. We have learned that de-
mocracy, if not backed by force, whets
the appetite of dictators, and that the
most powerful force to uphold democ-
racy lies not in tanks and ordnance but
in the conviction of the men who, when
conflict finally breaks out, will drive the
tanks and fire the cannon. And we have
further learned, that in order to give
the citizenry confidence in their own
strength, we must not fail to impress
on them that the power of their country
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does not imperil civilization and is no
hindrance to the development of man,
regardless of race and creed. [Ap-
plause.]

This we learned during the war. It
will rise against us, should we ignore it
in the peace.

All of us accepted an equal responsi-
bility in the struggle. Therefore, we
could not now understand a peace for
which we were not equally responsible.
Having admitted everyone to the most
grievous sacrifices in the name of free-
dom and of justice, it is only meet that
all men be entitled to enjoy a victory in
which justice and liberty prevail.

The mission of the United States in
this joint effort to insure for the democ-
racies a future of justice and freedom
has been perfectly understood and ap-
preciated in all its greatness by the Mexi-
can people. [Applause.]

There are times when destiny grants
special powers to nations as if to test
their fitness. We have seen with our
own eyes how the aggressors lost that
power when they abused it to further
their selfish ends. But we have also
witnessed how free peoples grow in
power and strength when they rise
against the insolence of the war mongers
and the lust of the greedy.

What enhances the formidable indus-
trial, economic, and military might of
this Nation is, above all, that it is not at
the disposal of a personal ruler, as in
the domain of Alexander, the Rome of
the Caesars, the Empire of the Haps-
burgs, or the France of Napoleon, but is
controlled by a government as conceived
by Abraham Lincoln—a government of
the people, by the people, for the people.
[Applause.]

Yours is & country that abides by the
policy of the good neighbor. I believe

that policy to be the truest expression of -

the will for peace in this hemisphere.
And I believe, likewise, that all of us
should now, more than ever, implement
that policy with performance in the eco-
nomic and cultural fields.

Amity between governments is short-
lived, unless it be the outcome of a genu-
ine desire of their people to cooperate.
Were we to limit the efficacy of good
neighborliness to the covenants to safe-
guard the theoretical equality of all
states, the respect of territorial integrity,
the principle of nonintervention, as well
as the joint defense of the continent,
we would still be defrauding some of the
most cherished hopes of our peoples.
The fact that nearly 300,000,000 people
live side by side in our hemisphere in-
volves not only juridical problems and
not alone problems of military strategy.
As much as in the political solutions—
and perhaps much more than in the po-
litical solutions—those millions are con-
cerned not only with assistance to ward
off foreign aggression but also with com-
mon efforts to overcome the dangers of
poverty and despair in the difficult years
of the peace. [Applause.]

The true significance of good neigh-
borliness is cooperation. It springs from
the democratic tenets that bind us to-
gether. It surpasses the scope of di-
plomacy. It goes beyond the exchanges
of military staffs. It brings our peoples
closer to one another, holding fast to
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their inalienable rights, those very rights
your Declaration of Independence sets
forth as supreme goals—Ilife, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness.

Let our own hearts be the bulwark to
resist all attacks against our hemisphere.
But let us indefatigably work to impress
upon those hearts that they must throb
more and more in unison with the sin-
cerity of our friendship, to make that
friendship a living reality.

We are all responsible for adding to
the policy of the good neighbor an econ-
omy of the good neighbor and a culture
of the good neighbor. Whatever Mexico
and the United States achieve in this re-
spect will profit our two countries. But
it will also benefit all the Americas, for
the boundary between the United States
and Mexico still is a touchstone for
hemispheric solidarity.

Boundaries are what the peoples that
define them and defend them wish them
to be. Sometimes they are barriers not
to be surmounted, between nations that
neither understand nor forgive each
other. But boundaries like ours also
provide close contacts between countries
seeking progress in friendship, under the
rule of justice.

We are part of a hemisphere where the
concurrent action of all is indispensable.
Mexico has honored its every duty with-
out ever forgetfing any of its rights.
Without waiving any of its rights, Mex~
ico will continue to fulfill every duty.

We place a like trust in your country.

And it is here where I can most prop-
erly stress the significance of that trust,
for under this dome solemn pledges have
been made for the unity of the Americas
and the brotherhood of man. It was
here where President Truman stated
that “in this shrinking world, it is futile
to seek safety behind geographical bar-
riers” and that “real security will be
found only in law and in justice.” [Ap-
plause.] And it was here also where
President Roosevelt announced that he
“would dedicate this Nation to the pol-
icy of the good neighbor, the neighbor
who respects his obligaticns and respects
the sanctity of his agreements in and
with a world of neighbors.” [Applause.]

We live in a region of the earth that
we call the New World. Destiny chal-
lenges us to make it new indeed by vir-
tue of its generosity under democracy,
the breadth of its concept of mankind
and its undeviating respect for the
standards of law.

In the pursuit of that noble purpose
Mezxico shall never stop. [Applause, the
Members rising.]

At 12 o'clock and 55 minutes p
the President of the United Mexican
States retired from the Hall of the House
of Representatives.

The Members of the President’s Cabi-
net retired from the Hall of the House
of Representatives.

The Members of the Cabinet of the
President of the United Mexican States
retired from the Hall of the House of
Representatives.

At 12 o’clock and 56 minutes p. m., the
Spesker announced that the joint meet-
ing was dissolved.

Thereupon the President pro tempore
and the Members of the Senate returned
to their Chamber.
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The recess having expired at 12 o’clock
and 57 minutes p. m., the House was
called to order by the Speaker.

RECESS

The SPEAKER. The Chair wishes to
announce that the House will stand in
recess, to reconvene at 1:30 o'clock p. m.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 59 min-
utes p. m.) the House stood in recess
until 1:30 o’clock p. m.

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired at 1 o’clock
and 30 minutes p. m., the House was
called to order by the Speaker.

RECESS PROCEEDINGS

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the proceedings
had during the recess may be printed
in the Recorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were com-
municated to the House by Mr. Miller,
one of his secretaries.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. McDOWELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a resolution,

Mr. DEVITT asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a resolution.

Mr. MUNDT asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include newspaper excerpts.

Mr. CROW asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an article appear-
ing in the Wall Street Journal.

Mr. DAGUE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include excerpts from a
brochure by Mr. Wilbur M. Smith.

Mr. PLOESER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an address by Rabbi
Isserman.

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp and include an edi-
torial.

Mr. ANDERSON of California asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks in the Recorp and include a
brief editorial on Hoover Dam appear-
ing in the Washington News.

Mr. GORDON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp in two instances and to inciude
in each an article,

Mr. RANKIN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include the testimony of the
Honorable William C. Bullitt, former
Ambassador to Russia, given before the
Committee on Un-American Activities
on the evils of communism.

MARY T. NORTON
Mr, KELLEY, Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to extend my remarks
in the Recorp at this point. :
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. KELLEY. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
at the church of St. Catherine of Siena
in Norwood, Mass., at a pontifical High
Mass, Mary T. NorTON was presented the
Siena medal for 1946 by the Archbishop
of Boston. This is a mark of national
recognition of her noble work for social
betterment and her many charitable
activities.

Throughout her lifetime, in Congress
and out of Congress, Mrs. NorToN has
been devoted to humanitarian works. It
is fitting that the Siena medal should be
awarded to such a distinguished lady,
for St. Catherine of Siena devoted her
life, in a most turbulent time, toward
bringing about social order. She stood
out in her efforts to achieve social
stability when many people held little
hope for the future of the world. Sig-
nificantly, our eminent colleague, Mary
T. NorToN, has been awarded the Siena
medal for similar distinguished service.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER, Ir there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, my col-
league from Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY],
in answering the remarks of the gentle-
man from Oregon [Mr. STOCKMAN] on
Friday last, pointed to the achievements
of many outstanding Americans of In-
dian blood. One of these was one of my
own distinguished predecessors in this
body, the late Honorable Charles D. Car-
ter, a Chickasaw Indian, educated in
Chickasaw Indian schools. Various
Members have pointed to the outstand-
ing war records of our original Ameri-
cans, I only wish I had the time to cite
the many instances of individual heroism
that have come to my personal attention.

Mr. Speaker, if evidence of the error

"of the remarks of the gentleman from
Oregon is required, no more convincing
proof need be offered than a visit to Stat-
uary Hall in this great Capitol Building
in which this body siis. I refer to the
statues of those two illustrious sons of
Oklahoma and outstanding Americans,
Sequoyah and Will Rogers. Sequoyah,
the scholar, was a self-educated man.
Will Rogers, friend of all humanity, re-
ceived his elementary education in Chero-
kee Indian schocls. Any comment on the
achievements of these great Americans
would but detract from the glory of their
names. Their place is established in the
hearts of all men. Their lives are the
answer to every critic of their race.

FOREIGN RELIEF

Mr. DORN. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection,
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Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I hope every
man in this House will take the time to
read my extension of remarks in today’s
Recorp on the squandering of American
relief and the American taxpayers’
money. These are my personal obser-
vations.

DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL,
JUNE 30, 1947

Mr, BROWN of Ohio, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, reported the following
privileged resolution (H. Res. 201, Rept.
No. 330, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed:

Resolved, That, notwithstanding the pro-
visions of clause 2, rule XXI, it shall be in
order to consider, without the intervention
of any point of order, in connection with the
consideration of the bill (H. R. 3245) mak-
ing appropriations to supply deficiencies in
certain appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1847, and for other purposes,
the language contained in the bill on page
24, lines 15 to 24, incluslive, and on page 25,
lines 1 and 2.

ELECTION TO COMMITTEE

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
resolution (H. Res. 202) and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That RoBERT N. McGARVEY, of the
State of Pennsylvania, be, and he is hereby,
elected a member of the Standing Committee
of t‘l:: House of Representatives on Public
Works.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 1 OF 1947—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 230)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States, which was
read, and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee on
Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am transmitting herewith Reorgani-
zation Plan No. 1 of 1947. The provisions
of this plan are designed to maintain
organizational arrangements worked out
under authority of title I of the First War
Powers Act. The plan has a two-fold
objective, to provide for more orderly
transition from war to peacetime opera-
tion and to supplement my previous ac-
tions looking toward the termination of
wartime legislation.

The First War Powers Act provides
that Title I “shall remain in force dur-
ing the continuance of the present war
and for 6 months after the termination
of the war, or until such earlier time as
the Congress by concurrent resolution or
the President may designate.” Upon the
termination of this title all changes in
the organization of activities and agen-
cies effected under its authority expire
and the functions revert to their previous
}oca.tlons, unless otherwise provided by

aw.

Altogether, nearly 135 Executive or-
ders have been issued in whole or in part
under Title I of the First War Powers
Act. The internal organization of the
War and Navy Departments has been
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drastically overhauled under this au-
thority. Most of the emergency agencies,
which played so vital a role in the suc-
cessful prosecution of the war, were based
in whole or in part upon this title. With-
out the ability, which these provisions
afforded, to adjust the machinery of gov-
ernment to changing needs, it would not
have been possible to develop the effec-
tive, hard-hitting organization which
produced victory. The organization of
war activities had to be worked out step
by step as the war program unfolded and
experience pointed the way. That was
inevitable. The problems and the func-
tions to be performed were largely new.
Conditions changed continually and
often radically. Speed of action was es-
sential. But with the aid of Title I of the
First War Powers Act, it was possible to
gear the administrative machinery of the
Government to handle the enormous
load thrust upon it by the rapidly evolv-
ing war program.

Since VJ-day this same authority has
been used extensively in demobilizing
war agencies and reconverting the gov-
ernmental structure to peacetime needs.
This process has been largely completed.
The bulk of temporary activities have
ceased and most of the continuing funec-
tions transferred during the war have
already been placed in their appropriate
peacetime locations.

The organizational adjustments which
should be continued are essentially of
two types, First, changes in the organ-
ization of permanent functions, which
have demonstrated their advantage dur-
ing the war years. Second, transfers of
continuing activities which were vested
by statute in temporary war agencies
but have since been moved by Executive
order upon the termination of these
agencies.

In most cases, the action necessary to
maintain organizational gains made un-
der title I of the First War Powers Act
can best be taken by the simplified pro-
cedure afforded by the Reorganization
Act of 1945, the first purpose of which
was to facilitate the orderly transition
from war to peace. All of the provisions
of this plan represent definite improve-
ments in administration, Several are
essential steps in demobilizing the war
effort. The arrangements they provide
for have been reviewed by the Congress
in connection with appropriation re-
quests. Since the plan does not change
existing organization, savings cannot be
claimed for it. However, increased ex-
pense and disruption of operations would
result if the present organization were
terminated and the activities reverted to
their former locations.

In addition to the matters dealt with in
this reorganization plan and Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 2 of 1947, there are several
other changes in organization made un-
der title I of the First War Powers Act on
which action should be taken before the
termination of the title. The proposed
legislation for a national defense estab-
lishment provides for continuing the
internal organizational arrangements
made in the Army and Navy pursuant to
the First War Powers Act. I have on
several occasions recommended the crea-
tion of a single agency for the adminis-
tration of housing programs. Since sec-
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tion 5 (e) of the Reorganization Act
of 1945 may cast some doubt on my
authority to assign responsibility for the
liquidation of the Smaller War Plants
Corporation by reorganization plan, I
recommend that the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation be authorized by
legislation to continue to liquidate the
affairs relating to functions transferred
to it from the Smaller War Plants Cor-
poration.

It is imperative that title I of the First
War Powers Act remain effective until
all of these matters have been dealt with.
An earlier termination of the title would
destroy important advances in organiza-
tion and impair the ability of the execu-
tive branch to administer effectively some
of the major programs of the Govern-
ment.

1 have found, after investigation, that
each reorganization contained in this
plan is necessary to accomplish one or
more of the purposes set forth in section
2 (a) of the Reorganization Act of 1945.
Each of these reorganizations is ex-
plained below.

FUNCTIONS OF THE ALIEN FROFERTY CUSTODIAN

The reorganization plan provides for
the permanent location of the functions
vested by statute in the Alien Property
Custodian and the Office of Alien Prop-
erty Custodian. In 1934 the functions of
the Alien Property Custodian were trans-
ferred to the Department of Justice,
where they remained until 1942, Be-
cause of the great volume of activity re-
sulting from World War. II, a separate
Office of Alien Property Custodian was
created by Executive Order No. 9095 of
March 11, 1942, This Office was termi-
nated by Executive Order No. 9788 of
October 14, 1946, and the functions of the
Oiffice and of the Alien Property Custo-
dian were transferred to the Attorney
General except for those relating to Phil-
ippine property. The latier were trans-
ferred simultaneously to the Philippine
Alien Property Administration estab-
lished by Executive Order No. 9789.

While the Trading With the Enemy
Act, as amended at the beginning of the
war, authorized the President to desig-
nate the agency or person in which alien
property should vest and to change such
designations, subsequent legislation has
lodged certain functions in the Alien
Property Custodian and the Office of
Alien Property Custodian. Similarly,
though the Philippine Property Act
vested in the President the then existing
alien property functions as to Philip-
pine property, certain functions affect-
ing such property have since been estab-
lished which have been assigned by
statute to the Alien Property Custodian.

In order to maintain the existing ar-
rangements for the administration of
alien property and to avoid the confu-
sion which otherwise would occur on the
termination of title I of the First War
Powers Act, the reorganization plan
transfers to the Attorney General all
functions vested by law in the Alien
Property Custodian and the Office of
Alien Property Custodian except as fo
Philippine property. The functions re-
lating to Philippine property are trans-
ferred to the President, to be performed
by such officer or agency as he may des-
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ignate, thus permitting the continued
administration of these functions
through the Philippine Alien Property
Administration,

APPROVAL OF AGRICULTURAL MAERKETING ORDERS

Section 8c of the Agricultural Market-
ing Agreements Act of 1937 provides that
marketing orders of the Secretary of
Agricu'ture must in certain cases be ap-
proved by the President before issuance.
In order to relieve the President of an
unnecessary burden, the responsibility
for approval was delegated to the Eco-
nomic Stabilization Director during the
war and was formally transferred to him
by Executive Order No. 9705 of March 15,
1946. Since the Secretary of Agricul-
ture is the principal adviser of the Presi-
dent in matters relating to .agriculture
and since final authority has been as-
signed to the Secretary by law in many
matters of equal or greater importance,
the requirement of Presidential approval
of individual marketing orders may well
be discontinued. Accordingly, the plan
abolishes the function of the President
relative to the approval of such orders.

CONTRACT SETTLEMENT FUNCTIONS

The Office cf Contract Settlement was
established by law in 1944, and shortly
thereafter was placed by siatute in the
Office of War Mobilization and Recon-
version. The principal purposes of the
Office of Contract Settlement have been
to prescribe the policies, regulations, and
procedures governing the settlement of
war contracts, and to provide an appeal
board to hear and decide appeals from
the contracting agencies in the settle-
ment of contracts. A remarkable rec-
ord has been achieved for the rapid set-
tlement of war contracts, but among
those which remain are some of the
largest and most complex. Considerable
time may be required to complete these
cases and dispose of the appeals.

Though the functions of- the Office of
Contract Settlement cannot yet be ter-
minated, it is evident that they no
longer warrant the maintenance of a
separate office. For this reason, Execu-
tive Order No. 9809 of December 12,
1946, transferrec the -functions of the
Director of Contract Settlement to the
Secretary of the Treasury and those of
the Office of Contract Settlement to the
Department of the Treasury. As the
central fiscal agency of the executive
branch, the Treasury Department is
clearly the logical organization to carry
to conclusion the over-all activities
of the contract-settlement program.
The plan continues the present arrange-
ment and aboelishes the Office of Contract
Settlement, thereby avoiding its reestab-
lishment as a separate agency on the
termination of title I of the First War
Powers Act.

NATIONAL PROHIBITION ACT FUNCTIONS

The act of May 27, 1930 (46 Stat. 427)
imposed upon the Attorney General cer-
tain duties respecting administration and
eAnforcement of the National Prohibition

ct.
March 10, 1934, all of the powers and
duties of the Attorney General respect-
ing that act, except the power and au-
thority to determine and to compromise
liability for taxes and penalties, were
transferred to the Commissioner of In-

By Executive Order No. 6639 of
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ternal Revenue. The exXcepted func-
tions, however, were transferred subse-
quently to the Commissioner of Internal
Revenue by Executive Order No. 9302 of
February 9, 1943, issued under the au-
thority of title I of the First War Powers
Act, 1941,

Since the functions of determining
taxes and penalties under various
statutes and of compromise of liability
therefor prior to reference to the Attor-
ney General for suit are well-established
functions of the Commissioner of In-
ternal Revenue, this minor function
under the National Prohibition Act is
more appropriately placed in the Bureau
of Internal Revenue than in the Depart-
ment of Justice.

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH FUNCTIONS

By Executive Order No. 9069 of Febru-
ary 23, 1942, six research bureaus, the
Office of Experiment Stations, and the
Agricultural Research Center were con-
solidated into an Agricultural Research
Administration to be administered by an
officer designated by the Secretary of
Agriculture. The constituent bureaus
and agencies of the Administration have,
in practice, retained their separate
identity. This consolidation and certain
transfers of functions between the con-
stituent bureaus and agencies have all
been recognized and provided for in the
subsequent appropriation acts passed by
the Congress.

By the plan the functions of the eight
research bureaus and agencies which are
presently consolidated into the Agricul-
tural Research Administration are trans-
ferred to the Secretary of Agriculture to
be performed by him or under his direc-
tion and control by such officers or
agencies of the Department of Agricul-
ture as he may designate.

The benefits which have been derived
from centralized review, coordination
and control of research projects and
functions by the Agricultural Research
Administrator have amply demonstrated
the lasting value of this consolidation.
By transferring the functions of the
constituent bureaus and agencies to the
Secretary of Agriculture, it will be pos-
sible to continue this consolidation and
to make such further adjustments in the
organization of agricultural research
activities as future conditions may re-
quire. This assignment of functions to
the Secretary is in accord with the sound
and long-established practice of the Con-
gress of vesting substantive functions
in the Secretary of Agriculture rather
than in subordinate officers or agencies
of the Department.

CREDIT UNION FUNCTIONS

The plan makes permanent the trans-
fer of the administration of Federal
functions with respect to credit unions
to the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpo-
ration. These functions, originally
placed in the Farm Credit Administra-
tion, were transferred to the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation by Execu-
tive Order No. 9148 of April 27, 1942,
Most credit unions are predominantly
urban institutions, and the credit union
program bears very little relation to the
functions of the Farm Credit Adminis-
tration. The supervision of credit unions
fits in logically with the general bank
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supervisory functions of the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation. The Fed-
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation since
1942 has successfully administered the
credit union program, and the super-
vision of credit union examiners has been
integrated into the field and depart-
mental organization of the Corporation.
In the interests of preserving an or-
ganizational arrangement which op-
erates effectively and economically, the
program should remain in its present lo-
cation.
WAR ASSETS ADMINISTRATION

The present organization for the dis-
posal of surplus property is the product
of two and a half years of practical ex-
perience. Beginning with the Surplus
Property Board in charge of general
policy and a group of agencies designated
by it to handle the disposal of particular
types of property, the responsibility for
most of the surplus disposal has gradu-
ally been drawn together in one agency—
the War Assets Administration—headed
by a single Administrator. Experience
has demonstrated the desirability of cen-
tralized responsibility in administering
this most difficult program.

The reorganization plan will continue
the centralization of surplus disposal
functions in a single agency headed by
an Administrator. This is accomplished
by transferring the functions, personnel,
property, records, and funds of the War
Assefs Administration created by Execu-
tive order to the statutory Surplus Prop-
erty Administration. In order to avoid
confusion and to maintain the continuity
of operations, the name of the Surplus
Property Administration is changed to
War Assets Administration.

Because the plan combines in one
agency not only the policy functions now
vested by statute in the Surplus Property
Administrator, but also the immense dis-
posal operations now concentrated in the
temporary War Assets Administration, I
have found it necessary to provide in the
plan for an Associate War Assets Admin-
istrator, also appointed by the President
with the approval of the Senate. It is
essential that there be an officer who can
assist the Administrator in the general
management of the agency and who can
take over the direction of its operations
in case of the absence or disability of the
Administrator or of a vacancy in his
office.

HarrRY S. TRUMAN.

TrE WHITE HOUSE,

May 1, 1947,

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT—REOR-
GANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1947—
(H. DOC. NO. 231)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States, which was read by
the Clerk, and, together with the accom-
panying papers, referred to the Commit-
tee on Expenditures and ordered fto be
printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am transmitting herewith Reorgani-
zation Plan No. 2 of 1947, prepared in ac-
cordance with the provisions of the Re-
organization Act of 1945. The plan per-
manently transfers to the Department of
Labor the United States Employment
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Service, which is now in the Department
by temporary transfer under authority of
title I of the First War Powers Act. In
addition,
changes in organization to improve the
administration of labor functions.

I am deeply interested in the continued
development of the Department of Labor.
The critical national importance of ef-
fective governmental action on labor
problems requires proper assignment of
responsibility for the administration of
Federal labor programs. Such programs
should be under the general leadership
of the Secretary of Labor, and he should
have an adequate organization for this
purpose. The provisions of this plan are
directed to this objective.

I have found, after investigation, that

each reorganization contained in the.

plan is necessary to accomplish one or
more of the purposes set forth in section
2 (a) of the Reorganization Act of 1945.

UNITED STATES EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

The United States Employment Serv-
ice was established by the Wagner-Peyser
Act in the Department of Labor. Later,
by Reorganization Plan No. 1, effective
July 1, 1939, it was transferred to the So-
cial Security Board in the Federal Securi-
ty Agency and administered in conjunc-
tion with the unemployment compensa-
tion program. During the war the Em-
ployment Service was extensively reor-
ganized, The critical nature of the la-
bor supply problem greatly increased the
importance of the service and compelled
the Pederal Government to take over the
administration of the entire employment
office system on a temporary basis.

Soon after the creation of the War
Manpower Commission the United States
Employment Service was transferred to
the Commission, by Executive Order No.
9247 of September 17, 1942, and became
the backbone of the Commission's or-
ganization and program. When the
Commission was terminated shortly
after VJ-day, most of its activities, in-
cluding the United States Employment
Service, were shifted by Executive Order
No. 9617 to the Department of Lebor,
the central agency for the performance
of Federal Labor functions under nor-
mal conditions. Both of these trans-
fers were made under authority of title
I of the First War Powers Act. More
recently, the Employment Service was
returned to its prewar status as a joint
Federal-State operation.

The provision of a system of public
employment offices is directly related to
the major purpose of the Department of
Labor. Through the activities of the
employment office system the Govern-
ment has a wide and continuous rela-
tionship with workers and employers
concerning the basic question of em-
ployment. To a rapidly increasing de-
gree, the employment office system has
become the central exchange for workers
and jobs and the primary national
source of information on labor market
conditions. In the calendar year 1946,
it filled 7,140,000 jobs, and millions of
workers used its counsel on employment
opportunities and on the choice of oc-
cupations.

The Labor Department obviously
should continue to play a leading role in

the plan effects two other -
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the development of the labor market
and to participate in the most basic of
all labor activities—assisting workers to
get jobs and employers to obtain labor.
Policies and operations of the Employ-
ment Service must be determined in re-
lation to over-all labor standards, labor
statistics, labor training, and labor law—
on all of which the Labor Department is
the center of specialized knowledge in
the Government. Accordingly, the re-
organization plan transfers the United
States Employment Service to the De-
partment of Labor.

FUNCTIONS OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE WAGE

AND HOUR DIVISION

The plan transfers the functions of the
Administrator of the Wage and Hour
Division to the Secretary of Labor to be
performed subject to his direction and
control. The fair labor standards bill
was drafted on the assumption that the
Wage and Hour Division would be made
an independent establishment. As fin-
ally passed, however, the act placed the
Division in the Department of Labor but
was entirely silent on the authority of the
Secretary over it. As a resulf, the Sec-
retary has lacked an adequate legal basis
for supervising and directing the affairs
of the Division, and it has had an am-
biguous status in the Department. The
transfer effected by the plan will elimi-
nate uncertainty as o the Secretary’s
control over the administration of the
Wage and Hour Division and will enable
him to tie it into the Department more
effectively. This in turn will facilitaie
working out a sound combination of
wage-and-hour, child-labor, and related
enforcement activities of the Depart-
ment, and will permit the Secretary to
simplify and strengthen the organization
of the Department.

COORDINATION OF ADMINISTRATION OF LABOR

LAWS ON FEDERAL PUBLIC WORKS CONTRACTS

The Congress has enacted several laws
regulating wages and hours of workers
employed on Federal public-works con-
tracts. The oldest of these are the 8-hour
laws fixing a maxXimum 8-hour day for
laborers and mechanics on such projects.
More recently the Davis-Bacon Act
established the prevailing wage rates for
the corresponding classes of workers in
the locality as the minimum rates for
employees on certain Federal public-
works contracts and required the Secre-
tary of Labor to determine the prevailing
rates. Another measure, the Copeland
Act, prohibited the exaction of rebates
or kick-backs from workers on public
works financed by the Federal Govern-
ment and authorized the Secretary of
Labor to prescribe regulations for con-
tractors on such works.

The actual enforcement of these acts
rests almost entirely with the Federal
agencies entering into the contracts.
This is proper, since the engineers and
inspectors of the contracting agencies
are in close touch with the operation of
the projects, and, in the case of cost-plus
contracts, the pay rolls and accounts of
the contractors are examined by the au-
ditors of these agencies.

The enforcement practices of the vari-
ous contracting agencies, however, differ
widely in character and effectiveness.
Some agencies have instructed their in-
spectors thoroughly as to the acts and
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their enforcement and have adopted
procedures for carefully checking the
records of the contractors and the opera-
tion of the projects to determine com-
pliance with Federal labor laws. On the
other hand, -ome agencies have failed
to institute effective enforcement proce-
dures. As a resulf, enforcement has
been very uneven and workers have not
had the protection to which they were
entitled. With the return to a normal
peacetime labor market the danger of
violations will be much greater than in
recent years.

To correct this situation, the plan au-
thorizes the Secretary of Labor to coor-
dinate the administration of the acts for
the regulation of wages and hours on
Federal public works by establishing
such standards, regulations, and proce-
dures to govern the enforcement efforfs
of the contracting agencies, and by mak-
ing such investigations as may be neces-
sary to assure consistent enforcement.
The plan does not transfer enforcement
operations from the contracting agencies
to the Department of Labor, as the for-
mer can perform the work more eco-
nomically than the Department because
of their close contact with the projects.
Rather, it assures more uniform and ef-
fective action by the contracting

agencies.
Harry S. TRUMAN.
Tue WaITE HoUsE, May 1, 1947.

PORTAL-TO-PORTAL ACT OF 1947—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I call
up the conference report on the bill
(H. R, 2157) to define and limit the juris-
diction of the courts, to regulations aris-
ing under certain laws of the United
States, and for other purposes, otherwise
known in the House as the Gwynne bill,
and ask unanimous consent that the
statement be read in lieu of the report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan?

There was no objeection.

The Clerk commenced the reading of
the statement.

Mr. MICHENER (interrupting the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent, in view of the faet that
the statement is lengthy and very tech-
nical and that more can be gained from
an explanation than from a reading of
the statement, that further reading of
the statement be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Michi-
gan?

There was no objection.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

i CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
2157) to define and limit the jurisdiction of
the courts, to regulate actions arising under
certain laws of the United States, and for
other purposes, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses
as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate to
the text of the bill and agree to the same
with an amendment as follows: In lieu of
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the matter proposed to be Inserted by the
Benate amendment insert the following:
*“PART I
“Findings and policy

“SecrioNn 1. (a) The Congress hereby
finds that the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938, as amended, has been interpreted ju-
dicially in disregard of long-established cus-
toms, practices, and contracts between em-
ployers and employees, thereby creating
wholly unexpected liabilities, immense in
amount and retroactive in operation, upon
employers with the results that, if said Act
a8 so Interpreted or claims arising under
such interpretations were permitted to
stand, (1) the payment of such liabilities
would bring about financial ruin of many
employers and seriously impair the capital
resources of many others, thereby resulting
in the reduction of industrial operations,
bhalting of expansion and development, cur-
tailing employment, and the earning power
of employees; (2. the credit of many em-
ployers would be serlously impaired; (3)
there would be created both an extended
and continuous uncertainty on the part of
industry, both employer and employee, as to
the financial condition of productive estab-
lishments and a gross inequality of competi-
tive conditions between employers and be-
tween industries; (4) employees would re-
ceive windfall payments, including liqui-
dated damages, of sums for activities per-
formed by them without any expectation of
reward beyond that included in their agreed
rates of pay; (5) there would occur the pro-
motion of increasing demands for payment
to employees for engaging in activities no
compensation for which had been contem-
plated by either the employer or employee
at the time they were engaged in; (6) volun-
tary collective would be inter-
fered with and industrial disputes between
employees and employers and between em-
ployees and employees would be created;
(7) the courts of the country would be bur-
dened with excessive and needless litigation
and champertous practices would be encour-
aged; (8) the Public Treasury would be de-
prived of large sums of revenues and public
finances would be seriously deranged by
claims against the Public Treasury for re-
funds of taxes already paid; (9) the cost to
the Government of goods and services here-
tofore and hereafter purchased by its vari-
ous departments and agencies would be un-
reasonably increased and the Public Treas-
ury would be seriously affected by conse-
quent increased cost of war contracts; and
(10) serious and adverse effects upon the
revenues of Federal, State, and local govern-
ments would oceur.

“The Congress further finds that all of the
foregoing constitutes a substantial burden on
commerce and a substantial obstruction to
the free flow of goods in commerce.

“The Congress, therefore, further finds and
declares that it is in the national public in-
terest and for the general welfare, essential
to national defense, and necessary to aid,
protect, and foster commerce, that this Act be
enacted.

“The Congress further finds that the vary-
ing and extended periods of time for which,
under the laws of the several States, poten-
tial retroactive liability may be imposed upon
employers, have given and will give rise to
great difficulties in the sound and orderly
conduet of business and industry.

“The Congress further finds and declares
that all of the results which have arisen or
may arise under the Fair Labor Standards Act
of 1938, as amended, as aforesaid, may (ex-
cept as to lability for liquidated damages)
arise with respect to the Walsh-Healey and
Bacon-Davis Acts and that it is, therefore,
in the national public interest and for the
general welfare, essential to national defense,
and necessary to aid, protect, and foster com~
merce. that this Act shall apply to the Walsh-
Healey Act and the Bacon-Davis Act.
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*(b) It is hereby declared to be the policy
of the Congress in order to meet the existing
emergency and to correct existing evils (1) to
relieve and protect interstate commerce from
practices which burden and obstruct it; (2)
to protect the right of collective bargaining;
and (3) to define and limit the jurisdiction of
the courts.

“PART T
“Ezisting claims

“Sgc. 2. RErier FroM CeERTAIN ExisTiNeg
Cramus UnpER THE FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT
oF 1938, A8 AMENDED, THE WALSH-HEALEY ACT,
AND THE Bacon-Davis AcT—

“{a) No employer shall be subject to any
Hability or punishment under the Fair Labor
Btandards Act of 1938, as amended, the Walsh-
Healey Act, or the Bacon-Davis Act (in any
action or proceeding commenced prior to or
on or after the date of the enactment of this
Act), on account of the failure of such em-
ployer to pay an employee minimum wages,
or to pay an employee overtime compensation,
for or an account of any activity of an em-
-ployee engaged in prior to the date of the
enactment of this Act, except an activity
which was compensable by either—

“(1) an express provision of a written ar
nonwritten contract in effect, at the time of
such activity, between such employee, his
agent, or collective-bargaining representative
and his employer; or

“(2) a custom or practice in effect, at the
time of such activity, at the establishment
or other place where such employee was em-
ployed, covering such activity, and incon-
sistent with a written or nonwritten con-
tract, in effect at the time of such activity,
between such employee, his agent, or collec-
tive-bargaining representative and his em-
ployer,

“(b) For the purposes of subsection (a),
an activity shall be considered as compensable
‘under such contract provision or such cus-
tom or practice only when it was engaged in
during the portion of the day with respect to
which it was so made compensable.

“{c) In the application of the minimum
wage and overtime compensation provisions
of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as
amended, of the Walsh-Healey Act, or of the
Bacon-Davis Act, in determining the time for
which an employer employed an employee
there shall be counted all that time, but only
that time, during which the employee en-
gaged In activities which were compensable
within the meaning of subsections (a) and
(b) of this section,

“(d) No court of the United States, of any

. State, Territory, or possession of the United

States, or of the District of Columbia, shall
have jurisdiction of any action or proceeding,
whather instituted prior to or on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act, to enforce
lability or impose punishment for or on ac-
count of the failure of the employer to pay
minmum wages or overtime compensation
under the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1888,
as amended, under the Walsh-Healey Act, or
under the Bacon-Davis Act, to the extent that
such action or proceeding seeks to enforce
any liability or impose any punishment with
respect to an activity which was not compen-
sable under subsections (a) and (b) of this
section.

“{e) No cause of actlon based on unpaid
minimum wages, unpaid overtime compensa-
tion, or ligquidated damages, under the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended, the
Walsh-Healey Act, or the Bacon-Davis Act,
which accrued prior to the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, or any interest in such
cause of action, shall hereafter be assignable,
in whole or in part, to the extent that such
cause of action is based on an activity which
was not compensable within the meaning of
subsections (a) and (b).

"“Sec. 3. COMPROMISE OF CERTAIN EXISTING
Cramas UNDER THE FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT
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orF 1038, As AMENDED, THE WALSH-HEALEY ACT,
AND THE BacoN-DAVIS ACT.—

“{a) Any cause of actlon under the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended, the
Walsh-Healey Act, or the Bacon-Davis Act,
which accrued prior to the date of the enact-
ment of this Act or any action (whether in-
stituted prior to or on or after the date of the
enactment of this Act) to enforce such a
cause of action, may hereafter be compro-
mised in whole or in part, if there exists a
bona fide dispute as to the amount payable
by the employer to his employee; except that
no such action or cause of action may be so
compromised to the extent that such com-
promise is based on an hourly wage rate less
than the minimum required under such Act,
or on a payment for overtime at a rate less
than one and one-half times such minimum
hourly wage rate.

“{b) Any employee may hereafter waive
his right under the Fair Labor Standards Act
of 1938, as amended, to liguidated damages,
in whole or in part, with respect to activities
engaged in prior to the date of the enactment
of this Act.

“(e) Any such compromise or waiver, in the
absence of fraud or duress, shall, according
to the terms thereof, be a complete satisfac-
tion of such cause of action and a complete
bar to any action based on such cause of
action.

“(d) The provisions of this section shall
also be applicable to any compromise or
waiver heretofore so made or gliven.

“(e) As used in this section, the term
‘compromise’ includes ‘adjustment’, ‘settle-
ment’, and ‘release’.

“PART III
“Future claims

“Sgc. 4. RELIEF FroM CERTAIN FUTURE
Cramvs UNDER THE FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT
oF 1938, as AMENDED, THE WALSH-HEALEY ACT,
AND THE Bacown-Davis AcCT.—

*(a) Except as provided in subsection (b),
no employer shall be subject to any llability
or punishment under the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938, as amended, the Walsh-
Healey Act, or the Bacon-Davis Act, on ac-
count of the failure of such employer to pay
an employee minimum wages, or to pay an
employee overtime compensation, for or on
account of any of the following activities of
such employee engaged in on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act—

“(1) walking, riding, or traveling to and
from the actual place of performance of the
principal activity or activities which such
employee is employed to perform, and

“*{2) activities which are preliminary to or
postliminary to sald prinecipal activity or
activities,
which occur either prior to the time on
any particular workday at which such em-
ployee commences, or subsequent to the
time on any particular workday at which
he ceases, such principal activity or activities.

“(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of
subsection (a) which relleve an employer
from liability and punishment with respect
to an activity, the employer shall not be so
relieved if such actlvity is compensable by
elther—

“{1) an express provision of a written or
nonwritten contract in effect, at the time of
such activity, between such employee, his
agent, or collective-bargaining representative
and his employer; or

*“(2) a custom or practice in effect, at the
time of such activity, at the establishment
or other place where such employee is em=-
ployed, covering such activity, not incon-
sistent with a written or nonwritten con-
tract, in effect at the time of such activity,
between such employee, his agent, or col-
lective-bargaining representative and his em=
ployer.

“{c) For the purposes of subsection (b),
an activity shall be considered as compen-
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sable under such contract provision or such
custom or practice only when it is engaged
in during the portion of the day with re-
spect to which it is so made compensable.
“{(d) In the application of the minimum
wage and overtime compensation provisions
of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as
amended, of the Walsh-Healey Act, or of
the Bacon-Davis Act, in determining the
time for which an employer employs an em-
ployee with respect to walking, riding, travel-
ing, or other preliminary or postliminary
activities described in subsection (a) of this
section, there shall be counted all that time,
but only that time, during which the em-
ployee engages In any such activity which
is compensable within the meaning of sub-
sections (b) and (c) of this section.

“PART IV
“Miscellaneous

“8EC. 5. REFRESENTATIVE ACTIONS BANNED,—

“(a) The second sentence of section 16 (b)
of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as
amended, ls amended to read as follows:
‘Action to recover such liability may be
maintalned in any court of competent juris-
diction by any one or more employees for
and in behalf of himself or themselves and
other employees similarly situated. No em-
ployee shall be a party plaintiff to any such
action unless he gives his consent in writing
to become such a party and such consent is
filed in the court in which such action is
brought.’

“{b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) of this section shall be applicable only
with respect to actions commenced under
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as
amended, on or after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

“Sec. 6. STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.—AnNy ac-
tlon commenced on or after the date of the
enactment of this Act to enforce any cause
of action for unpaid minimum wages, unpaid
overtime compensation, or liguldated dam-
ages, under the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938, as amended, the Walsh-Healey Act, or
the Bacon-Davis Act—

“(a) if the cause of action accrues on or
after the date of the enactment of this Act—
may be commenced within two years after
the cause of action accrued, and every such
action shall be forever barred unless com-
menced within two years after the cause of
action acerued;

“(b) if the cause of action accrued prior
to the date of the enactment of this Act—
may be commenced within whichever of the
following periods is the shorter: (1) two years
after the cause of action accrued, or (2) the
period prescribed by the applicable State
statute of limitations; and, except as pro-
vided in paragraph (c), every such action
shall be forever barred unless commenced
within the shorter of such two periods;

“{c) if the cause of action accrued prior
to the date of the enactment of this Act, the
action shall not be barred by paragraph (b)
if it is commenced within one hundred and
twenty days after the date of the enactment
of this Act unless at the time commenced it
is barred by an applicable State statute of
limitations.

“SEc, 7. DETERMINATION OF COMMENCEMENT
oF FUTURE ACTIONS.—In determining when
an action is commenced for the purposes of
gection 6, an acilon commenced on or after
the date of the enactment of this Act under
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as
amended, the Walsh-Healey Act, or the
Bacon-Davis Act, shall be considered to be
commenced on the date when the complaint
is filed; except that in the case of a collegtive
or class action instituted under the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended, or
the Bacon-Davis Act, it shall be considered
to be commenced in the case of any indi-
vidual claimant— v

“{a) on the date when the complaint 1s
filed, If he is specifically named as a party
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plaintiff in the complaint and his written
consent to become a party plaintiff is filed
on such date in the court in which the ac-
tion is brought; or

*(b) if such written consent was not so
filed or if his name did not so appear—on
the subsequent date on which such written
consent is filed in the court in which the
action was commenced,

“Sec. 8. PENDING COLLECTIVE AND REPRESEN-
TATIVE AcTiONS.—The statute of limitations
prescribed in section 6 (b) shall also be ap-
plicable (in the case of a collective or repres-
tative action commenced prior to the date
of the enactment of this Act under the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended)
to an individual claimant who has not been
specifically named as a party plaintiff to the
actlon prior to the expiration of one hundred
and twenty days after the date of the en=-
actment of this Act. In the application of
guch statute of limitations such action shall
be considered to have been commenced as to
him when, and only when, his written con-
sent to become a party plaintiff to the ac-
tion is filed in the court in which the action
was brought.

“SEC. 9, RELIANCE ON PAST ADMINISTRATIVE
Rurings, Erc.—In any action or proceeding
commenced prior to or on or after the date
of the enactment of this Act based on any
act or omission prior to the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, no employer shall be sub-
Ject to any liability or punishment for or on
account of the failure of the employer to
pay minimum wages or overtime compensa-
tion under the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1038, as amended, the Walsh-Healey Act, or
the Bacon-Davis Act, if he pleads and proves
that the act or omission complained of was
in good faith in conformity with and in
reliance on any administrative regulation, or-
der, ruling, approval, or interpretation, of
any agency of the United States, or any ad-
ministrative practice or enforcement policy
of any such agency with respect to the class
of employers to which he belonged. Such a
defense, if established, shall be a bar to the
action or proceeding, notwithstanding that
after such act or omission, such adminis-
trative regulation, order, ruling, approval, in-
terpretation, practice, or enforcement policy
is modified or rescinded or is determined by
judicial authority to be invalid or of no legal
effect.

“Sec. 10. RELIANCE IN FUTURE ON ADMINIS=
TRATIVE RULINGS, ETC.—

“{a) In any action or proceeding based on
any act or omission on or after the date of the
enactment of this Act, no employer shall be
subject to any liability or punishment for
or on account of the failure of the employer
to pay minimum wages or overtime compen-
satlon under the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938, as amended, the Walsh-Healey Act, or

"the Bacon-Davis Act, if he pleads and proves

that the act or omission complalned of was
in good faith in conformity with and in
reliance on any written administrative reg-
ulation, order, ruling, approval, or inter=-
pretation, of the agency of the United States
specified in subsection (b) of this section, or
any administrative practice or enforcement
policy of such agency with respect to the
class of employers to which he belonged.
Such a defense, if established, shall be a bar
to the action or proceeding, notwithstanding
that after such act or omission, such ad-
ministrative regulation, order, ruling, ap-
proval, interpretation, practice, or enforce-
ment policy is medified or rescinded or is
determined by judicial authority to be in-
valid or of no legal effect.

*(b) The agency referred to in subsection
(a) shall be—

*(1) in the case of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938, as amended—the Adminis-
trator of the Wage and Hour Division of the
Department of Labor;
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“(2) in the case of the Walsh-Healey Act—
the Secretary of Labor, or any Federal officer
utilized by him in the administration of such
Act; and

“(8) in the case of the Bacon-Davis Act—
the Secretary of Labor.

“Sgc, 11. L1QUIDATED DAMAGES.—In any ac-
tion commenced prior to or on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act to recover
unpaid minimum wages, unpaid overtime
compensation, or liquidated damages, under
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as
amended, if the employer shows to the satis-
faction of the court that the act or omis-
sion giving rise to such action was In good
faith and that he had reasonable grounds for
believing that his act or omission was not a
violation of the Fair Labor Standards Act
of 1938, as amended, the court may, in its
sound discretion, award no liquidated dam-
ages or award any amount thereof not to ex-
ceed the amount specified in section 16 (b)
of such Act.

“Sec. 12. APPLICABILITY OF ‘AREA OF PRODUC-
TION' REGULATIONS.—No employer shall be
subject to any liability or punishment under
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as
amended, on account of the fallure of such
employer to pay an employee minimum
wages, or to pay an employee overtime com-
pensation, for or on aceount of an activity
engaged in by such employee prior t0 Decem-
ber 26, 1946, if such employer—

“(1) was not so subject by reason of the
definition of an ‘area of production’, by a
regulation of the Administrator of the Wage
and Hour Division of the Department of La-
bor, which regulation was applicable at the
time of performance of the activity even
though at that time the regulation was In-
valid; or

“(2) would not have been so subject if the
regulation signed on December 18, 1946 (Fed-
eral Register, vol. 11, p. 14648) had been in
force on and after Cctober 24, 1038.

“8ec. 13. DEFINITIONS.— 5

“{a) When the terms ‘employer’, ‘em-
ployee’, and *wage’ are used in this Act in
relation to the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938, as amended, they shall have the same
meaning as when used in such Act of 1938,

“(b) When the term ‘employer’ is used In
this Act in relation to the Walsh-Healey Act
or Bacon-Davis Act it shall mean the con-
tractor or subcontractor covered by such Act.

“{c) When the term ‘employee’ is used in
this Act in relation to the Walsh-Healey Act
or the Bacon-Davis Act it shall mean any in-
dividual employed by the contractor or sub-
contractor covered by such Act in the per-
formance of his eontract or subcontract.

“(d) The term ‘Walsh-Healey Act means
the Act entitled ‘An Act to provide conditions
for the purchase of supplies and the making
of contracts by the United States, and for
other purposes,’ approved June 30, 1936 (49
Stat. 2036), as amended; and the term ‘Ba-
con-Davis Act’ means the Act entitled ‘An
Act to amend the Act approved March 3,
1931, relating to the rate of wages for labor-
ers and mechanics employed by contractors
and subcontractors on public buildings’, ap-
proved August 30, 1935 (49 Stat. 1011), as
amended.

“(e) As used in section 6 the term ‘State’
means any State of the United States or the
Distriet of Columbia or any Territory or pos-
session of the United States.

“Sec. 14. SEPARABILITY.—If any provision of
this Act or the application of such provision
to any person or circumstance is held invalid,
the remainder of this Act and the application
of such provision to other persons or circum-
stances shall not be affected thereby.

“Src. 15. Smort Trrie—This Act may be
cited as the ‘Portal-to-Portal Act of 1947"."

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act to
relieve employers from certain liabilities and
punishments under the Fair Labor Standards
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Act of 1038, as amended, the Walsh-Healey
Act, and the Bacon-Davis Act, and for other
purposes”,
EARL C. MICHENER,
JoEN W. GWYNNE,
AvNGIER L. GOODWIN,
Francis E. WALTER,
Managers on the Part of the House,
ALEXANDER WILEY,
ForrEsT C. DONNELL,
JoHN SHERMAN COOPER,
JAMES O. EASTLAND,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 2157) to define and
limit the jurisdiction of the courts, to regu-
late actions arising under certain laws of the
United States, and for other purposes, sub-
mit the following statement in explanation
of the effect of the action agreed upon by
the conferees and recommended in the ac-
companying conference report:

FINDINGS AND POLICY

Bection 1 of the House bill and section 1
of the Senate amendment contained find-
ings and a declaration of policy by the Con-
gress. Section 1 of the bill as agreed to in
conference contains findings and a declara-
tion of policy by the Congress in conformity
with the substitute agreed on.

EXISTING PORTAL-~TO-PORTAL CLAIMS
General rule

Under the bill as agreed to in conference
(sec. 2 (a)), it is provided that no employer
shall be subject to any liability or punish-
ment under the Fair Labor Btandards Act of
1938, as amended, the Walsh-Healey Act, or
the Bacon-Davis Act (hereinafter in this
statement referred to as “the three Acts”),
on account of the failure of the employer to
pay an employee minimum wages, or to pay
an employee overtime compensation, for or
on account of any activity of an employee en-
gaged in prior to the date of the enactment
of the bill, except an activity which was com-
pensable by either (1) an express provision
of a written or nonwritten contract in ef-

fect, at the time of such activity, between

such employee, his agent, or a collective bar-
gaining representative, and his employer; or
(2) a custom or practice in effect, at the
time of such activity, at the establishment
or other place where such employee was em-
ployed, covering such activity, not inconsist-
ent with a written or nonwritten contract,
in effect at the time of such activity between
such employee, his agent, or collective bar-
gaining representative, and his employer.
The above rule is to apply in the case of any
action or proceeding (including eriminal ac-
tions and injunctions) whether heretofore
or hereafter commenced. The effect of both
the House bill (section 3) and the Senate
amendment (section 2) was (as to existing
claims) in essence the same as the ons
of the conference bill, except that the House
bill did not contain the provision under
which an activity, although compensable by
custom or practice, is nevertheless not com=-
pensable if the custom or practice was in-
consistent with the contract.
Clarifying provisions

The conference agreement (sectlon 2 (b))
contains a provision not stated expressly in
either bill, that an activity shall be con-
sidered as compensable under the above re-
ferred to contract provision or custom or
practice only when it was engaged in during
the portion of the day with respect to which
it was s0 made compensable. Under this
provision, for example, if under the contract
provision or custom or practice an activity
was compensable only when engaged in be-
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tween 8 and B o'clock but was not com-
pensable when e in before 8 or after &
o'clock, it will not be considered as a com-
pensable activity when engaged In before
8 or after 5 o'clock. So also, if under the
contract provislon or custom or practice an
activity was compensable when engaged in
before 8 but was not compensable when en-
gaged in after 5 o'clock, it will not b. com-
pensable under the bill as agreed to in con-
ference when engaged in after 5 o'clock. So
also, if under the contract provislon or cus-
tom or practice an activity was compensable
during a certain portion of the regular work-
day but was not compensable when engaged
in during other hours of the regular work-
day, it will not be compensable under the bill
as agreed to In conference when engaged in
during such other hours.

The bill as agreed to in conference also
contains a provision (sectlon 2 (c)) that
in the application of the minimum wage and
overtime compensation provisions of the
three Acts, in determining the time for
which an employer employed an employee
there shall be counted all that time, but
only that time, during which the employee
engaged In activities which were compen-
sable, within the meaning of subsections
(a) and (b) of this sectlon. This provision,
which is in the nature of a clarifying state-
ment, is for two purposes, (1) to emphasize
that employers are not relieved from liabil-
ity for the payment of minimum wages and
overtime compensation under the three Acts
for any time during which the employee en-
gaged in activities compensable under the
rules above stated, and (2) to make it clear
that only such time will be counted for the
purpeses of applying the minimum wage and
overtime compensation provisions of the
three Acts, and that it therefore will not be
possible by judicial or administrative inter-
pretation to Include other time which was
not made compensable under the rules above
stated. The second above-named purpose
was the purpose of that portion of section
2 of the Senate amendment which stated
that no judicial or administrative interpre-
tation of the three Acts should have the
effect of changing a contlract so as to make
compensable any activities which the previ-
ous portion of the section had declared to
be not compensable. "

The Senate amendment contained a pro-
vision (section 2 (b)) that every claim based
on past activities not compensable under
contract, custom, or practice would be null
and void and unenforceable. This provision
has been omitted under the conference agree-
ment as surplusage.

The Senate amendment (section 3) pro-
vided that the provisions of section 2 of the
Senate amendment which made pact activi-
ties not compensable if not compensable
under contract, custom, or practice, should
not be deemed to remove penalty or liability
under the afore-mentioned three Acts based
on activities other than the ones so declared
not to be compensable. This provision is
omitted under the conference agreement as
surplusage, and as fully covered by the pro-
visions of section 2 (c) of the bill as agreed
to in conference, described above under this
heading.

COTURT JURISDICTION

Under the conference agreemgnt (section
2 (d)) it is provided that no court of the
United States or of any State, Territory, or
rossession of the United States, or of the
District of Columbia shall have jurisdiction
of any action or proceeding (including erim-
inal actions and injunctions), heretofore or
hereafter instituted, to enforce liability or
impose punishment for or on account of the
failure of the employer to pay minimum
wages or overtime compensation under the
three Acts, to the extent that sueh action
or proceeding seeks to enforce any llability
or impose any punishment with respect to a
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past activity which was not compensable un-
der contract, custom, or practice as provided
in the preceding subsections. The denial of
Jurisdiction is of course not applic-ble to
actions or proceedings in which judgment
has become final prior to the date of the
enactment of the bill.
ASSIGNMENT OF CLAIMS

Under the House bill (section 2 (f)) no
cause of action or interest therein shall be
assignable if it is for wages, overtime com-
pensation, penalties, or damages under the
three Acts. The Senate amendment con-
tained no similar provision. Upder the con-
ference agreement (section 2 (e)) it is pro-
vided that no such cause of actlion which
accrued prior to the date of the enactment
of the bill, or any interest in such cause of
action, shall hereafter be assignable in whole
or in part to the extent that it is based on
an activity which was not compensable un-
der contract, custom, or practice within the
provisions of the bill above described under
the subheading “General Rule”.,

Under the new subsection it will be impos-
sible for anyone (even though permitted to
do so0 under State law) to buy up existing
claims which were not compensable under
contract, custom, or practice, with the hope
of compromising such clalms at a profit un-
der the provisions of section 3 of the bill
as agreed to in conference.

COMPROMISE OF EXISTING CLAIMS

Bection 3 of the conference agreement
provides that any cause of action under the
three Acts which accrued prior to the date
of enactment of the bill, or any action
(whether heretofore or hereafter instituted)
to enforce such ~ cause of actlon, may here-
after be compromised, in whole or in part,
but only if there exists a bona fide dispute as
to the amount payable by the employer to
his employee. However, even in the case of
a bona fide dispute, the compromise is not
permitted to the extent that it is ba"éed on
an hourly wage rate of less than the mini-
mum required by the Act under which the
cause of action arose, or on a payment for
overtime at a rate less than one and one-half
times such minimum hourly wage rate.

Subsection (b) of section 3 of the confer-
ance agreement permits an employee here-
after to waive his right under the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as amended, to liqui-
dated damages, in whole or in part, with re-
snect to activities engaged in prior to the
date of enactment of the bill.

Subsection (c) of section 8 of the confer-
ence agreement provides that any such com-
promise or waiver, in the absence of fraud or
duress, shall, according to the terms there-
of. be a complete satisfaction of such cause
of action and a complete bar to any action
based on such cause of action.

BSubsection (d) of section 3 of the confer-
erice agreement states that the provisions of
the section shall also be applicable to any
compromise or walver made or given before
the date of enactment of the bill,

Bubsection (e) of section 3 of the confer-
ence agreement defines “compromise” to in-
clude “adjustment”, “settlement”, and “re-
lease™.

It will be noted that this section of the
conference agreement lays down no rule as
to compromises or waivers with respect to
causes of action hereafter accruing. The va-
lidity or invalidity of such ecompromises or
walvers is to be determined under law other
than this section,

FUTURE PORTAL-TO-PORTAL CLAIMS
General rule

The House bill in section 8 applied to
future causes of action under the three Acts
the same rule as in the case of the past,
namely, that an activity should not be com-
pensable unless compensable under contract,
custom, or practice,
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The conference agreement in section 4,
subsections (a) and (b), substantially follows
the provisions of sections 6 and 7 of the
Senate amendment. It is provided that,
subject to the qualification stated below, no
employer shall be subject to any lability or
punishment under the three Acts on account
of his failure to pay an employee minimum
wages or overtime compensation for or on
account of any of the following activities en-
gaged in on or after the date of the enact-
ment of the bill—

(1) walking, riding, or traveling to and
from the actual place of performance of the
principal activity or activities which such
employee Is employed to perform, and

(2) actlvities which are preliminary to or
postliminary to said principal activity or
activities,
which occur either prior to the time on any
particular workday at which such employee
commences, or subsequent to the time on
any particular workday at which he ceases,
such principal activity or activities.

The qualification above referred to is that
the employer shall not be so relieved if the
above-described activity is compensable by
either (1) an express provision of a written
or nonwritten contract in effect, at the time
of such activity, between such employee, his
agent, or collective-bargaining representative
and his employer; or (2) a custom or prae-
tice in effect, at the time of such activity, at
the establishment or other place where such
employee is employed, covering such activity,
not inconsistent with a written or nonwrit-
ten contract, in effect at the time of such
activity, between such employee, his agent,
or collective-bargaining representative and
his employer.

Clarifying provisions

The conference agreement (section 4 (c¢))
contains a provision not stated expressly in
the Senate amendment, that an activity
shall be considered as compensable under
the above referred to contract provision or
custom or practice only when it is engaged in
during the portion of the day with respect to
which it is s0 made compensable. The pro-
vision is applicable only to walking, riding,
traveling, or other preliminary or postlimi-
nary activities above described. Under this
provision, for example, If under the contract
provision or custom or practice such a pre=
liminary or postliminary activity ir com-
pensable only when engaged in during the
portion of the day prior to the morning whis-
tle but is not so compensable when engaged
in after the evening whistle, it will not be
considered as a compensable activit, when
engaged in after the evening whistle. So
also, if under the contract provision or cus-
tom or practice an activity is compensable
only when engaged in during the portion of
the day from whistle to whistle and is not
made compensable when engaged in before
the morning whistle or after the evening
whistle, 1t will not be considered as a com-
pensable activity when engaged in before the
morning whistle or after the evening whistle,

Section 4 (d) of the bill as agreed to in con-
ference contains a similar provision to that
contained in section 2 (c) of the bill as
agreed to in conference previously described
in this statement in connection with section
2 (c), except that it is limited in deter-
mining the time for which an employer em-
ploys an employee with respect to walking,
riding, traveling, or other preliminary or
postliminary activities described in section 4
(a). The reasons for and the effect of its
insertion in the bill are fully described in
this statement in connection with section
2 (e).

REPRESENTATIVE ACTIONS BANNED

Section 5 of the bill as agreed to in con-
ferenc: amends section 16 (b) of the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1838, as amended,
by repealing the authority now contained
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therein permitting an employee or employees
to designate an agent or representative to
maintain an action for and in behalf of all
employees similarly situated. Collective ac-
tions brought by an employee or employees
(a real party in interest) for and in behalf
of himself or themselves and other employees
similarly situated may continue to be
brought in accordance with the existing
provisions of the Act. The amendment also

, 8dds a new sentence to such section 16 (b),

not contained in existing law, providing
that no employee shall be a party plaintiff
to any such action unless he gives his con-
sent in writing to become suck a party and
such consent is filed in the court in which
such action is brought, The amendment
made by this section is to be applicable only
with respect to actions which are com-
menced on or after the date of enactment
of the bill. Representative actions which
are pending on such date are not affected
by this section.

STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS

Under the House bill and the Senate
amendment there was a statute of limita-
tions on actions commenced or. or after the
date of the enactment of the bill to enforce
any cause of action for unpaid minimum
wages, unpald overtime compensation, or
liquidated damages under the three Acts.
Under the House bill the period was one
year and under the Senate amendment two
years.

Section 6 of the bill as agreed to in con-
ference provides for a two-year statute of
Hmitations (regardless of the period of lim-
itation provided by any State statute) with
respect to any action commenced on or after
the date of enactment of the bill to enforce
any cause of action for unpaid minimum
wages, unpald overtime compensation, or
liquidated damages, under the three Acts
if the cause of action accrues on or after
the date of enactment of the bill. If the
action is not commenced within two years
after the cause of action accrued, it is to
be forever barred.

If the cause of action accrued prior to the
date of the enactment of the bill, action
thereon may be commenced within two years
after the cause of action accrued or, in the
case of a State having a shorter statute of
limitations, the period prescribed by the ap-
plicable State statute of limitations; but if
such action is commenced within one hun-
dred and twenty days after the date of en-
actment of the bill, the applicable State stat-
ute of limitations (whether longer or shorter
than two years) will apply to such action.
In other words, in such latter case, if a State
statute of limitations, applicable to such
cause of action, has run, no action on.such
claim may be commenced within such 120-
day period. If the applicable State statute of
limitations has not run, action may be so
commenced within such 120 days, and may
go back as far as permitted by the applicable
State statute of limitations whether more or
less than two years. If, with respect to a
cause of action which accrued under the
Walsh-Healey Act or the Bacon-Davis Act no
State statute of limitations is applicable, an
action to enforce such a cause of action com-
menced within such 120-day period will not
be limited by any statute of limitations.

DETERMINATION OF COMMENCEMENT OF FUTURE
ACTIONS

Section 7 of the bill as agreed to in con-
ference provides a rule for determining when
an action is commenced for the purposes of
the statute of limitations provided in section
6. It lays down the general rule that, for such
purposes, an action commenced on or after
the date of enactment of the bill under the
three Acts shall be considered to be com-
menced on the date when the complaint is
filed. This is the same rule laid down in the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. An ex-



1947

ception to the general rule is provided in the
case of a collective or class action commenced
on or after the date of enactment of the bill
under the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938,
as amended, or the Bacon-Davis Act (no col-
lective or class action can be instituted un-
der the Walsh-Healey Act). In the case of
such a collective or class action (a collec-
tive action being an action brought by an
employee or employees for and in behalf of
himself or themselves and other employees
similurly situated, and a class action being
an action described in Rule 23 of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure) the action shall
be considered to be commenced in the case
of an individual claimant—

(a) On the date when the complaint is
filed, if he Is specifically named as a party
plaintif in the complaint and his written
consent to become a party plaintiff is filed on
such date In the court in which the action is
brought, or

(b) If such written consent was not so filed
or if his name did not so appear—on the sub-
sequent date on which such written consent
was filed in the court in which the action was
commenced.

PENDING COLLECTIVE AND REPRESENTATIVE
ACTIONS

Bection 3 of the bill as agreed to in con-
ference provides in the case of a collective
or representative action commenced prior to
the date of enactment of the bill under the
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended,
the statute of limitations prescribed in sec-
tion 6 (b) (two years or State statute, which-
ever is shorter) applies to an individual
claimant who has not been specifically named
a: a party plaintiff to the action prior to the
expiration of 120 days after the date of en-
actment of the bill. In the application of
such statute of limitations the action shall
be considered to have been commenced as to
him when, and only when, his written con-
sent to become a party plaintiff to the action
is filed in the court in which the action was
brought.

Under this provision, the statute of limi-
tations in section 6 does not apply to an indi-
vidual claimant who has been specificall
named as a party plaintiff to the action prior
to the date of the enactment of the bill
Nor does such statute of limitations apply to
any individual claimant who has been so
named within the period beginning on the
date of enactment and ending on the 120th
day after the date of enactment, if the
applicable law provides that the date on
which the actlon is deemed to have been
commenced as to him is the date on which
the collective or representative action was
commenced. If he is so named as a party
plaintif within such 120-day period, and
the applicable law provides that the action
was deemed to have been commenced as to
him when he was so named as a party plain-
tiff, then the period of limitations to be
applied to him is the same as is provided in
section 6 (c), namely, the one provided by
the applicable State statute of limitations.

If such individual claimant is named as a
party plaintiff in any such pending collective
or representative action on or after the ex-
piration of such 120-day period, the action
shall be considered to have been commenced
as to him when, and only when, his written
consent to become a party plaintiff to the
action is filed in the court in which the
action was brought, and the statute of limi-
tations applicable with respect to his cause
of action is two years, or the applicable State
statute of limitations if less than two years.

RELIANCE ON ADMINISTRATIVE RULINGS, ETC.

Section 9 of the bill as agreed to in con-
ference provides that in the case of an action
or proceeding (including injunctive and
eriminal proceedings) heretofore or here-
after commenced, based on any act or omis-
sion prior to the date of enactment of the
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bill, no employer is to be subject to any
liability or punishment for or on account of
the failure of an employer to pay minimum
wages or overtime compensation under the
three Acts, if he pleads and proves that the
act or omission complained of was in good
faith in conformity with and in reliance on
any administrative regulation, order, ruling,
approval, or interpretation, of any agency
of the United States, or any administrative
practice or enforcement policy of any such
agency with respect to the class of em-
ployers to which he belongs. Such a de-
fense, if established, will be a bar to the
action or proceeding, notwithstanding that
after such act or omission, such administra-
tive regulation, order, ruling, approval, in-
terpretation, practice, or enforcement policy
is modified or rescinded or is determined by
judicial authority to be Invalid or of no
legal effect. It will thus be seen that the
administrative regulation, order, etc., does
not have to be in writing nor does it have
to be a regulation, order, etc., of the Faderal
agency which administers the act in gues-
tion., It will be sufficlent if the employer
can prove that his act or omission was in
good faith in conformity with and in re-
liance on an administrative regulation, order,
etc., of any Federal agency.

Section 10 of the bill as agreed to in con-
ference, relating to an action or proceeding
based on any act or omission on or after the
date of enactment of the bill, contains a
rule which is the same as the rule relating
to acts or omissions prior to the date of the
enactment of the bill, with two exceptions:
(1) The regulations, orders, rulings, ap-
provals, or interpretations, which may be
relied on must be in writing; and (2) the
regulations, practices, enforcement policies,
etc., must be those of the Administrator of
the Wage and Hour Division of the Depart-
ment of Labor—in the case of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as amended; of the
Becretary of Labor, or any Federal officer
utilized by him in the administration of the
Walsh-Healey Act—in the case of the Walsh-
Healey Act; and of the Secretary of Labor—
in the case of the Bacon-Davis Act.

It should be noted that under both sec-
tlons 9 and 10 an employer will be relieved
from liability, in an action by an employee,
because of reliance in good faith on an ad-
ministrative practice or enforcement policy,
only: (1) where such practice or policy was
based on the ground that an act or omission
was not a violation of the Act, or (2) where
a practice or policy of not enforcing the Act
with respect to acts or omissions led the em-
ployer to believe in good faith that such acts
or omissions were not violations of the Act.

However, the employer will be relieved
from criminal proceedings or injunctions
brought by the United States, not only in the
cases described in the preceding paragraph,
but also where the or policy was
such as to lead him in good faith to believe
that he would not be proceeded against by
the United States.

The effect of the rules stated in the two
preceding paragraphs may be illustrated as
follows: An employer will not be relieved
from lirbility under the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938 to his employees (in an ac-
tion by them) for the period December 286,
1946, to March 1, 1947, if he is not exempt
under the “Area of Production” regulations
published in the Federal Register of De-
cember 25, 1946, notwithstanding the press
release issucd by the Administrator of the
Wage and Hour Division of the Department
of Labor, in which he stated that he would
not enforce the Fair Labor Btandards Act
of 1938 on account of acts or omissions oc-
curring prior to March 1, 1947. On the other
hand he will, by reason of the enforcement
policy set forth in such press release, have
a pood defense to a criminal proceeding or
injunction brought by the United States
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based on an act or omisslon prior to March
1, 1947,

It should also be noted that under both
sections 9 and 10 the regulations, interpre-
tations, enforcement policies, ete., which
may be in good faith relied on must be those
of an “agency” and not of an individual offi-
cer or employee of the agency. Thus if
Inspector A tells the employer that the
agency interpretation is that the employer
is not subject to the Act, the employer is
not relieved from labllity, despite his reli-
ance in good faith on such interpretation,
unless it is in fact the interpretation of the
agency.

LIQUIDATED DAMAGES

Section 2 (g) of the House bill authorized
the courts, in their discretion, in awarding
liquidated damages under the three Acis to
award a lesser amount than the amount
specified therein. There was no comparabie
provisior in the Senate amendment. Bec-
tion 11 of the bill as agreed to in conference
permits the court, in its sound discrefion, to
award no liquidated damages or award any
amount thereof not to exceed the amount
specified in section 16 (b) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as amended, in any
action under such Act of 1938 commenced
prior to or on or after the date of enactment
of the bill to recover unpaid minimum wages,
unpaid overtime compensation, or liguidated
damages, if the employer shows to the satis-
faction of the court that the act or omis-
slon giving rise to such action was in good
faith and that he had reasonable grounds
for believing that his act or omission was not
a violation of such Act.

AREA OF PRODUCTION

Section 12 of the bill as agreed to in con-
ference is. inserted to relieve the situation
created by the decislon of the Supreme Court
in Addison, et al. v. The Holly Hill Fruit
Products, Inc. (322 U. 8. 607, decided June 5,
1844), holding invalid certain regulations of
the Administrator of the Wage and Hour
Division relating to “area of production”, and
directing him to issue new regulations, which
the Administrator did not do for a period of
approximately two and one-half years after
the date of such decision.

This section relieves an employer from lia-
bility and punishment under the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 on account of the fail-
ure of such employer to pay an employee
minimum wages, or to pay an employee over-
time compensation, for or on account of an
activity engaged in by such employee prior
to December 26, 1946, if such employer (1)
w7as relieved from such liability or punish-
ment by reason of a valid definition of “area
of preduction” by the Administrator appli-
cable at the time of the performance of the
activity, or (2) would have been so relieved
by reason of an invalid definition applicable
at the time of the performance if such defi-
nition had been valid, or (3) would have
been so relieved if the definition finally made
by the Administrator on December 18, 1946,
and published in the Pederal Register of
December 25, 1946, had been in force on and
after the effective date of the sections of such
Act of 1938 providing for minimum wages
and overtime compensation.

It should be noted that under the above
provision the protection to the employer
under the foregoing provisions for acts or
omissions up to December 26, 1946, will exist
even though hereafter the regulation of De=
cember, 1946, is held invalid.

DEFINITIONS

Section 13 of the bill as agreed to In con-
ference contains definitions of the terms “em-
ployer”, “employee”, “wage”, and “State”. It
also contains an official short title of the
Walsh-Healey Act and the Bacon-Davis Act.

SEPARABILITY

Bection 14 of the bill as agreed to in con-
ference contains the usual separability clause.
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SHORT TITLE
Bection 15 of the bill as agreed to in con-
ference provides that the bill may be cited
as the “Portal-to-Portal Act of 18947".
AMENDMENT TO TITLE OF BILL
The conference agreement amends the
title of the bill so as to read: “An Act to
relieve employers from certain liabilities and
punishments under the Falr Labor Standards
Act of 1938, as amended, the Walsh-Healey
Act, and the Bacon-Davis Act, and for other
purposes.”
Earr C. MICHENER,
Joan W. GWYNNE,
AnciEr L. GooDwiIN,
Frawcis E. WALTER,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. GwynnNE], the author of this bill.

Mr, GWYNNE of Iowa. Mr, Speaker,
I am sure every person connected with
this conference will agree that we had a
full and a free conference. I shall ex-
plain very briefly what is in the confer-
ence report, comparing it as far as pos-
sible with the provisions of the original
House bill.

The first part of the bill has to do with
existing portal-to-portal claims which
you will recall are defined as causes of
action or claims seeking pay for activi-
ties which activities at the time they
were performed were not compensable,
either by custom or practice in the place
of employment, or by contract between
the employer and the employee or his
representative.

The bill as it comes from the confer-
ence bans all existing claims of such
character.

It provides that the courts have no
jurisdiction to entertain suits or enter
any judgment whatever in this type of
case. That is substantially the same as
the original House provision.

There is also another provision relat-
ing to existing portal-to-portal claims
and causes of action which prohibits the
assignment of those claims. That dif-
fers from the House bill in this respect:
The House bill had a provision prohibit-
ing the assignment of any claims of any
kind or character under the three acts
in question, which you will recall are
the Fair Labor Standards Act, the
Walsh-Healey Act, and the Bacon-Davis
Act. There is also a provision in this
bill which allows the settlement and
compromise of all claims under these
three acts in existence at the time the
law becomes effective. They may be
settled if there is a bona fide dispute
between the employer and the employee
as to the amount involved, subject to this
provision, that no compromise may bhe
based on less than the minimum pro-
vided under the Fair Labor Standards
Act. That is the substance of the bill
as it pertains to existing portal-to-portal
claims,

The next part of the bill has to do with
future portal-to-portal claims. Under-
stand, I am talking about provisions hav-
ing to do with causes of action arising
in the future, which causes of action are
based on activities not compensable at
the time either by contract or custom.
There the provision in this bill follows
the Senate bill. The House bill made
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no distinction in treatment between ex-
isting and future portal-to-portal claims.

This bill divides them up and provides
that, one, riding, walking, and travel-
ing to the place of employment where
the principal activity takes place and
walking and traveling away from the
place of the principal activity, or, two,
preliminary activities to the principal
activity and activities postliminary to
the principal activities; as to those ac-
tivities at the beginning and end of the
day prior to the whistle, you might say,
and subsequent to the whistle, the same
treatment is given as was given to exist-
ing portal-to-portal claims. As to the
main part of the working day, as to the
prineipal activity for which any particu-
lar employee is employed, this law does
not operate. I am not sure I made that
too clear, but if you will examine the
statement, you will find there a clear
explanation of it. So much for the
portal-to-portal part of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, both the House bill and
Senate bill had certain provisions re-
lating to all suits or claims or causes
of action under these three acts in ques-
tion. This bill has similar provisions.
For example, there is a statute of lim-
itations provided. The House bill, it will
be recalled, provided a 1l-year statute
of limitations. In other words, every
cause of action must be sued upon within
1 year after the cause of action accrued.
Under this bill all causes of action aris-
ing in the future, and by that I mean
after the effective date of the act, must
be brought within 2 years after the cause
of action accrues. As to causes of ac-
tion accruing prior to the effective date
of the act, action must be brought either
within 2 years or within the applicable
State statute, whichever is shorter.
That provision became necessary when
the statute of limitations was raised
from 1 year to 2 years in order to pro-
tect certain States that now have a
1-year statute of limitations. Any cause
of action that has accrued prior to the
effective date of this act may be brought
within 120 days after the act becomes
effective, ‘subject, however, to the pro-
vision that any cause of action barred
by any State statute, whatever the
length of it may be, is not revived.
That action remains barred. Another
very important feature of both the
House and Senate hills is the so-called
good-faith provision and that in modi-
fied form is contained in this confer-
ence report. There again the treatment
is not the same for claims which are in
existence, causes of action which had
arisen prior to the effective date of the
act and causes of action arising there-
after. As to causes of action which are
in existence when the act goes into ef-
fect, we have adopted in substance the
House bill which is this: In any suit
under these acts—I am not talking now
about the portal-to-portal suits—the
employer may plead and prove that the
act or the omission about which com-
plaint is made was in reliance on a rule
or regulation or enforcement policy or
practice of any agency of the Govern-
ment and if he does so plead and prove
that to the satisfaction of the court it
is a complete defense of the suit. That
was, of course, the House provision. One
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difference between that and the provi-
sion relating to future suits is that the
rulings and regulations and approvals
that can be relied upon in the future
must be in writing. Another difference
is that the rulings and the regulations
that can be relied upon must be rules
and regulations out of certain specific
agencies, to wit, the particular agency
that is enforcing that particular law.
In other words, as to the wage-and-hour
law it must be a ruling or enforcement
policy of the Wage and Hour Admin-
istrator. As to the Walsh-Healey Act, it
must be a ruling or policy of the Sec-
retary of Labor, or that official of the
Government utilized by him to enforce
it. In regard to the Bacon-Davis Act
it must be a ruling, regulation, or policy
of the Secretary of Labor. Now, we
have in this bill a provision which was
not in the House bill, which was made
necessary because of the peculiar situa-
tion that arose under the area-of-pro-
duction rulings.

I believe this provision will afford al-
most complete protection to the small
processors who have in recent years been
in a tremendous state of confusion about
the rulings and about the decisions of the
Supreme Court in that regard. You will
recall that in the Fair Labor Standards
Act is provided that first processors in
the area of production as defined by the
Administrator should be exempt; that is
to say, there would be no exemption un-
less there was a ruling defining what the
area of production was. Following the
passage of that act the Administrator
made a ruling and many processors be=-
gan, of course, to comply with it. That
got into litigation and the Administra-
tor made a second ruling and some, of
course, complied with that. Eventually
the first regulation made by the Admin-
istrator went to the Supreme Court, and

_in 1944 the Supreme Court held that the

regulation made by the Administrator
was beyond his authority to make, It
was, in substance, an invalid regulation.
Of course, up to that point any person
who had relied on the ruling would be
protected under the good-faith clause in
the bill about which I have already
spoken. But the Supreme Court did a
rather unusual thing in that case. They
sent the bill back to the trial court with
instructions to retain jurisdiction and
directed the Administrator to make a
new regulation defining what the ex-
emption would be. That was in June
1944, The Administrator did not make
any ruling, did not declare who was ex-
empt until December of 1946, leaving a
2-year period in there when no one knew
exactly what the situation was so far as
the first processor in the area of produc-
tion was. This provision provides, in
substance that any person who was re-
lying upon a ruling in existence at that
time is protected regardless of whether
or not that ruling was later on held in-
valid.

In 1946 the Administrator in making
his ruling purported to make it retro-
active, going back to the beginning of
the act, and this bill also provides that
any person who at any time came under
that ruling, that retroactive ruling, the
one which is now in effect, would also
be protected.
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Now, we had a provision in the original
bill having to do with liguidated damages.
Under the wage-and-hour law as it is
presently being enforced, if the Court
holds that an employer has not complied
with the law, has not paid the minimum
wages or the statutory overtime, it is
mandatory on the Court to impose judg-
ment for the amount of wages and over-
time due, plus an additional amount for
liquidated damages, and he has no dis-
cretion whatsoever even though the vio-
lation was not in bad faith. This bill
provides that if the Court finds, in sub-
stance, that the violation was not in bad
faith, that the employer had reasonable
grounds to believe that his conduct was
not in violation of the law, then in that
case the Court has discretion to impose
any amount of liquidated damages or
none; any amount up to the maximum
in the Fair Labor Standards Act.

There are other features of the bill but
those are the main features.

Mr. PACE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. I yield to the
gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. PACE. It was not entireiy clear
to me on the portal-to-portal pay what
was done with the future handling of
those claims that immediately precede
the moment of employment, not the
walking and the riding, but the prelimi-
naries to start work. What position did
the committee of conference make of
that type of claim?

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. That type of
portal-to-portal claim is barred. In ex-
isting claims, the entire thing is barred,
even though the so-called portal-to-
portal claim may arise in the middle of
the day, during the hours for which the
man is employed. In future claims rid-
ing or walking or fravel to the principal
place of employment is barred, and
barred with it are preliminary activities
and postliminary activities.

Mr. PACE. Even though it invoives
the laying out of work the man is going
to undertake in the next few minutes,
the laying out of garments to work on,
that claim would be barred?

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. It is barred
unless there was an agreement or custom
to pay for it.

Mr. PACE. Does the gentleman think
that should be handled through collec-
tive bargaining? .

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. No. The
whole thought is that those claims are
all barred, I mean as to existing claims
as to activities for which the employer
has not agreed to pay.

Mr, PACE. I understand that, but I
mean in the future; it is barred in the
future unless there is an agreement be-
tween the employer and the employee?

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. An agreement
or custom.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER].

Mr. WALTER. Mr, Speaker, I do not
believe any conference report—at least,
there have not been many presented to
this House for consideration—has re-
ceived the care that was given this legis-
lation. For what seemed like endless
hours, we attempted in plain language
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to set forth what the House felt should
be done when it passed the portal-to-
portal bill and compromised the ideas of
the Senate with our version. We had
assisting us Messrs. Beaman and Craft,
of our legislative service, Mr. Rice, of
the Senate legislative service, and other
experts we called in from time to time
in order to endeavor to write in plain
English the full intent of Congress so
that there could not be another misin-
terpretation of that intent. If this re-
port does not state the very clear ideas
of the two bodies, then I do not think
it is possible to state them in the English
language.

In the first place, we endeavored to
look to the objections raised in both
bodies to the original legislation, and
where there was any valid reason for
modifying®the language we endeavored
to do that, always having in mind the
reasons for the three acts and being care-
ful not to do violence to them. In the
latter respect I am certain we have been
successful. In the House the principal
objection to the bill was as to the good-
faith provision. It wascharged that with
the House provision in the law everybody
who was proceeded against would be able
to dig up some sort of a regulation or
ruling suggested by anybody even in the
lower echelons of the Labor Depariment
and set that ruling up as a defense. Of
course, during the war there were a great
many rulings made by people who were
not connected with the Wage and Hour
Division, but certainly during those try-
ing times when a contractor was endeav-
oring to follow out the instructions of his
Government, if he received instructions
from somebody in a position of authority,
then if those instructions resulted in his
violating the law that man should have a
defense. So we decided to treat this ques-
tion of good faith in two ways, one, as
to existing claims, and two, as to future
claims.

As to existing claims it was decided
that where an employer in good faith
acted on the ruling of any official, ap-
parently acting within the stope of his
authority that employer could set up the
instructions thus received as a defense,
and incidentally an affirmative defense,
and if he could prove it then he was re-
lieved from liability. That was the
method in which the House treated both
types of claims. However, the Senate
had a different provision. In order to
reconcile the views, we decided the thing
to do with respect to all future claims
was to provide the defense of good faith,
provided the employer acted on a deci-
sion or ruling of the Wage and Hour Ad-
ministrator, knowing full well that
henceforth both employers and em-
ployees will be on notice that there is
only one kind of ruling they can rely on
without being liable for a violation of the
law,

The second matter in controversy was
that of the statute of limitations. I felt
there should be a 3-year statute. The
House approved a bill with a 1-year pe-
riod in it. The Senate bill provided for
2 years. But this compromise, as worked
out, provides a 2-year statute for all fu-
ture claims. As to existing claims, the
statute of the State or 2 years, which-
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ever is the shorter, applied and that
claims can only be filed within 120 days,
and that 120-day period does not have
the effect of extending the statute of
limitations.

There are certain provisions of the
report which I believe require further
explanation and clarification. The first
relates to section 2 (c). As indicated in
our statement, the purpose of section 2
(c) is to prevent the construction of sub-
section (a) relieving employers from lia-
bility for minimum wages which they
now have and to make it clear that time
worked includes only that time spent in
activities which are compensable under
subsection (a). However, ncither sec-
tion 2 (¢) nor section 2 (a) is intended
to create additional overtime liability in
cases where employers now make spe-
cial payments or allowances for certain
specified activities of their employees
which are not included in time worked,
according to the contract or custom or
practice.

I have in mind payments or allowances
at straight time, or in stipulated amounts,
for clothes changing or washing up, or
other so-called fringe awards, directed
or approved by the National War Labor
Board.

The second point relates to the pro-
vision of section 3 (a) permitting com-

* promises if there is a bona fide dispute

as to the amount payable. It should be
understood that the intent here is to
permit compromises where there is a bona
fide dispute as to the amount payable
based upon an issue of law, not only
where the dispute is based upon issues of
fact. In other words the intent is to per-
mit a compromise where the dispute as
to amount due arises out of issues of law,
such as coverage or exemptions, as well
as issues of fact, such as the wage rate
or hours worked.

The third point relates to the key
words in section 4 (a) namely, prinecipal
activity or activities. If is infended that
these words shall be interpreted with
due regard to generally established com-
pensation practices in the particular in-
dustry and trade. The intent is that con-
sideration must be given to such prevail-
ing compensation practiees in determin-
ing what constitutes, or when any par-
ticular employee begins or ends, his prin-
cipal activity or activities. In other
words, the realities of industrial life, not
arbitrary standards, are intended to be
applied in defining the term “principal
activity or activities.” In this way we
will avoid having another portal-to-por-
tal situation in the future.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WALTER. I yield.

Mr. HINSHAW. The gentleman re-
members the cases known as the stand-by
cases which were brought out before his
committee in which certain employees
might be called upon at some time not
during their regular working time to per-
form some duty and that many suifs for
wages have been instituted under that
type of claim. Is that provided for in the
present bill?

Mr. WALTER. Yes; we feel that
under the language of section 2 (b) of
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this bill that type of arrangement is cov-
ered and that the employer is not liable.

Mr. HINSHAW. The case I had in
mind was one where there were certain
persons who were left to guard electrical
distribution stations where they were
given a house and so forth and perhaps
performed one or two labors per day and
yet were paid on a monthly basis. Large
suits were brought for time and a half
for an additional 8 hours per day pur-
suant to the ruling of the court.

Mr. WALTER. We hope that we have
met that situation and all of the situa-
tions that have been brought to our at-
tention, because we had in mind that
all of these portal-to-portal suits are in
the nature of windfalls. None of the
plaintiffs—and I say that advisedly—
ever felt they were entitled to compensa-
tion for activities which are the basis
of these suits. I think I should add to
what I said about the defense of good
faith. The defense of good faith is in-
tended to apply only where an employer
innocently and to his detriment, fol-
lowed the law as it was laid down to
him by governmental agencies, without
notice that such interpretations were
claimed to be erroneous or invalid. It is
not intended that this defense shall ap-
ply where an employer had knowledge of
conflicting rules and chose to act in ac-
cordance with the one most favorable
to him, I say that because there must
have been literally thousands of instruc-
tions sent by the Army, the Navy, and
the Maritime Commission and other
governmental officials to employers hav-
ing Government contracts during the
war, that were never issued or confirmed
in the usual way, but the employer felt
that the person giving those instructions
was in a position to speak with authority,
and in those classes of cases we hope this
measure will provide a defense.

The SPEAEKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER]
has expired.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Goopwin], one of
the conferees.

Mr. GOODWIN. Mr. Speaker, I also
want to pay tribute to the industry of
my colleagues who served as your con-
ferees. And I include our diligent and
faithful legislative counsel. I marvel at
the patience that busy men were able
to show, as evidenced in this conference,
to spend long hours over a period of sev-
eral weeks, oftentimes beginning at an
hour in the morning before Members
customarily start work in their own of-
fices, and with an occasional evening ses-
sion, I question very much whether
any board of conferees ever worked
harder, longer, or more conscientiously
in an endeavor to bring out a report
which would be understandable and as
simple as possible, covering a subject
which is highly technical and highly in-
volved.

Mr. Speaker, some constituents of
mine in the laundry and linen-supply
business have expressed concern relative
to a particular passage of the statement
of the managers on the part of the
House—House Report No. 326. The pas-
sage I refer to is that set forth at page
16 of the conference report, which pur-
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ports to explain the circumstances under
which employers will.- be relieved from
liability in employee suits where they
have relied in good faith on the prac-
tices or enforcement policies of a Fed-
eral agency.

Mr. Speaker, the situation which the
laundries and linen-supply companies in
the country find themselves is a most
unusual one—one which I feel is entitled
to be recognized as being within the scope
and intent of the reliance-in-good-faith
provisions of this bill. The Wage and
Hour Administrator, under date of No-
vembei 25, 18943—Wage-Hour Release
A-2—issued an administrative statement
on wage-hour enforcement policy for
laundries and linen-supply companies, in
whizh he announced that unless the
United States Supreme Court should later
decide that the section 13 (a) (#) exemp-
tion of the act was inapplicable, he would
continue the policy of not instituting en-
forcement proceedings under the Wages
and Hours Act against laundries and
linen-supply firms. Apparently the
court decisions of the time held laundries
and linen-supply companies to be exempt
from the law as service establishments,
and the administrative policy was
prompted by these decisions which, of
course, the laundry owners also relied on.

Furthermore, but a year before, the
Wage and Hour Administrator in an ex-
change of correspondence with the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. HARTLEY],
which appears in the Appendix of the
ConGRESSIONAL RECORD—page A963, Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 89—had
stated:

I am very much inclined to the view that
all laundries, regardless of whether they do
so-called commercial work or not, were in-
tended by the Congress to be exempt, as you
definitely state, and regardless of the out-
come of the ltigation I am inclined at the
present time to think that our interpreta-
tion should be revised in this regard.

There are other circumstances relat-
ing to the laundries’ situation which I
will not tzke the time of the House to go
into at this time. Certainly, however,
the matters to which I have referred
would seem to me to provide an ample
basis for considering, that sections 9 and
10 of this bill—H. R. 2157—provide a de-
fense to laundry and linen-supply em-
ployers against employee suits. Their
reliance on the various expressions of
the Administrator respecting the non-
applicability of the act to them and his
policy of not enforcing the act as to
them should provide a legal defense
against potentially ruinous liabilities in
employees suits. It is my understand-
ing—and I believe it is concurred in by
the conferees—it is my understanding of
the intent of these provisions that such a
defense against employee suits would be
provided laundries and linen supply com-
panies.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr, Speaker, I have
been in Congress a long time and I have
never known a more prolonged, yet dili-
gent, conference on any legislation where
there was disagreement between the two
Houses. For hours and days and weeks,
the conferees have constantly sought to
bring back to their respective bodies leg-
islation which the conferees could con-
scientiously recommend. I was just
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asked by a new Member how conferees
proceed and just what they do. Well, it
is like this: y

In the instant case the House passed
the Gwynne bill, H. R. 2157, and sent it
to the Senate. This was not done until
there had been extensive hearings in
committee and adequate debate and
amendment on the floor of the House.
When the bill reached the Senate, it was
referred to the Senate Judiciary Commit-
tee where careful consideration was
given. Thereupon the Senate committee
struck out everything after the enact-
ing clause in the House bill and added
a new bill in the form of a substitute.
The Senate passed this substitute bill.

When the conferees met they had the
House bill without amendment and the
Senate bill without amendment before
them. Under conference rules it was the
duty of the conferees to compose the dif-
ferences between the two bills. After
trial and error extending over many
meetings, some of the language in the
House bill and some of the language in
the Senate bill, with new and clarifying
language added, resulted in a new bill.
The new bill does not suit any one of the
conferees in every minute detail. For in-
stance, I favored, and the House favored,
a 1-year statute of limitations. The Sen-
ate favored 2 years and, in the give and
take process necessary to accomplish leg-
islation, this bill contains the 2-year pro-
vision, In other words, the House even-
tually conceded that point. On the other
hand, the Senate conceded other points
to the House. By this process the new
bill, which is now before the House and
which is embodied in toto in the confer-
ence report was agreed to. Under the
rules of the conference the House acts
first on this report. If the House accepts
the report, then it accepts as a substitute
for the Gwynne bill, which the House
passed, the new bill as composed by the
conferees, and as found in the conference
report which is before us. That is all
that is before the House today.

Mr. Speaker, the statement of the con-
ferees which has been read to the House
is a detailed explanation of the confer-
ence bill. It is lengthy, it is complicated,
and, at first blush, seems hypertechnical.
It has been a real job on the part of the
best draftsmen from the Ilegislative
services in the House and in the Senate
to express in understandable language
the policy and the intent of the Congress
which finds expression in this confer-
ence bill. On the whole, they have done
a good job. Personally, I never believe
in using 10 words where 2 words will
answer the purpose. The House bill as
it went to the Senate was much shorter
and to me was preferable. However, the
Senate bill was preferred by the Senate,
and in yielding we were simply making
the legislative process work. While I
have a personal feeling that the same
objective might have been accomplished
by using many less words, yet this is pos-
sibly a case where in numbers there is
safety. I hope so. The explanation of
this compromise bill made in this debate
by the- gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
GwynNE], the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Goopwin], and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WaL-
TER], all members of the Judiciary Com-
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mittee and the conference committee,
will be most helpful in arriving at the
intent of the Congress. In fact, their
statements are brief when compared
with the prepared statement of the con-
ferees, and are most clarifying.

Mr. Speaker, I know of no one who
desires to speak in opposition to this
conference bill, and I predict that it
will be accepted by the House by as large
a proportionate vote as the Gwynne bill
received when it passed the House.
There has been some newspaper con-
jecture as to whether or not the Presi-
dent will sign the bill if it reaches the
White House. Surely, the vast majority
of the people of the country are not in
sympathy with the $6.000,000,000 wind-
fall suits started by claimants, most at
least of whom never suspicioned that
they had any claim coming for portal-
to-portal pay until an unfortunate deci-
sion of a district court was rendered.
‘This bill protects the legitimate claims
under the three acts referred to in the
bill. It is not harsh, confiscatory, or ar-
bitrary. It is equitable and will do much
to stabilize the chaotic conditions now
prevailing because of these techniecal
portal-to-portal suifs. I cannot believe
that under all the circumstances the
President will veto this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members may be permitted
to extend their remarks at this point in
the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan?

There was no objection.

Mr. MAcKINNON. Mr, Speaker, as a
members of the Labor Committee I have
been interested in the good-faith sec-
tion of this portal-to-portal bill. In sev-
eral cases which were discussed on the
floor of the House it appears that there
were conflicting rulings as to employers’
obligations.

Is an employer in good faith when
knowing of two conflicting rulings he
claims to have relied on one of them?
The answer must be that baving notice
of conflict, he cannot be said to have re-
lied in good faith when he picks one of
the rulings on which to rely and, par-
ticularly, it seems to me, under the lan-
guage of the bill, when he relies on the
ruling that is most favorable to his, the
employer’s interest.

Can an employer avail himself of the
good-faith defense when knowing of two
conflicting rulings, he has secured in-
demnification against the prcbability
that the courts will hold invalid the rul-
ing in accordance with which he is act-
ing?

Under these circumstances, reliance in
good faith dces nof exist, and the good-
faith defense is not intended to be made
available in such situation.

When there are conflicting rules and
interpretations by different Government
officials, that is exactly the type of case
which must be settled in tke courts, and
Congress should not and does not intend
under this bill to attempt to interfere
with final court decision on such ques-
tions.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. Speaker, al-
though not one of the conferees, I know
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a good deal about their arduous toil and
conscientious endeavor. This House
owes them a great debt of gratitude for
the prodigious effort and the exceedingly
high quality of their performance. It
is naturally a sense of gratification to
me that they have seen fit to adopt two
of the provisions for which I contended
when the bill was before us: first, a
2-year statute of limitations rather than
1 year, as to future suits, and, second,
the tightening up of the “good faith”
provisions so as to insure that this
measure will not weaken the Wages and
Hours Act.

Mr. DEVITT. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. EEATING. I am happy to yield
to my colleague from Minnesota.

Mr. DEVITT. On this question of
good faith, does the gentleman remem-
ber the situation regarding which evi-
dence was given before the subcommittee
of which he was a member, with refer-
ence to the employer in my district who
had acted pursuant to two different ad-
ministrative rulings and the action which
is pending by a large number of employ-
ees to recover sums which they claim are
due under the provisions of the Wages
and Hours Act?

Mr. KEATING. Yes; I remember the
case to which the gentleman refers, and
my view would be this, with reference
to that.

When this bill was up for its original
consideration, I made some remarks as
to the good-faith defense. As a mem-
ber of the subcommittee which drafted
the original bill, I do not believe that
such defense is intended to apply where
an employer had notice of conflicting
rulings, but only where he innocently in
good faith followed and relied upon a
ruling believing it to be valid.

These cases were discussed when the
bill was up for consideration on the floor
in February where an employer working
for the Government on cost-plus war
contracts secured indemnification from
the Government against the possibility
that a ruling would be declared invalid
by the courts. In such cases, under the
language of the bill, I am sure there
could be no good-faith defense because
the employer apparently did not rely in
good faith upon the ruling but went to
the contracting officials and secured a
guaranty that he would not lose by fol-
lowing certain rulings.

Where an employer has notice of the
invalidity of a ruling or where he has no-
tice of conflicting rulings of different de-
partments of the Government the good-
faith defense cannot be invoked.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from South Da-
kota to submit a consent request.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I ask
uhanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the Appendix of the REecorp
and include therein an address by Walter
Lippmann on the United States Cham-
ber of Commerce.

The SPEAKER., Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Dakota?

There was no objection.
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Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is .on
agreeing to the conference report.

The dquestion was taken; and there
were—ayes 173, noes 27.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground there
is not a quorum present, and make the
point of order there is not a gquorum
present.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count.
[After counting.] Two hundred and
twenty-six Members are present, a
guorum.

So the conference report was agreed
t0, and a motion to reconsider was laid
on the table.

HOUSING AND RENT CONTROL

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 3203) relative
to maximum rents on housing accommo-
dations, to repeal certain provisions of
Public Law 388, Seventy-ninth Congress,
and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H. R. 3203, with
Mr. JENKINS of Ohio in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. On yesterday all of
title I had been disposed of and the first
section of title IT was read. Title II is
now open for amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of Ohlo:
On page 10, line 3, strike out all beginning
with line 3 down to and including line 13.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
the objectionable feature of the language
which I am seeking to strike out is the
following: e

At the same time the Congress recognizes
that an emergency exists—

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr,
WoLcorT], chairman of the committee,
has stated that the purpose of this lan-
guage is to make political control of rents,
for which title II of the pending bill pro-
vides, constitutional. I submit that this
provision is in itself unconstitutional.

I hope the Congress has not reached a
point in its thinking where it presumes
to set itself above the Constitution of the
United States. It seems to me that is
what this provision does. It appears fo
be an outright attempt, perhaps made
inadvertently, to override or set aside the
Constitution by usurpation. :

The matter dealt with in title IT of the
pending bill does not remotely involve a
situation that can on true moral and
legal grounds be construed a national
emergency warranting the setting aside
of the Constitution. I trusf the House
adopts my amendment. :

Mr. WOLCQOTT. The amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio would
do just the opposite of what he states.
If the amendment is adopted without a
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declaration of policy providing that an
emergency exists, it is very, very doubt-
ful whether any of the controls in title
II could be enforced. I do not think there
is any question or there should not be
any question in anyone's mind that the
reason for continuing any of these con-
trols in title IT is that an emergency does
exist and will continue to exist until we
have met the demand for rental units.
We have got to be realistic about this
sifuation, and this Congress cannot, by
fiat, change a situation which actually
exists.

Now, I do not think that anyone in this
Committee would seriously contend that
there are adequate dwelling units in the
United States, and anyone who thinks,
therefore, that knows that there are not
enough dwelling units in the United
States to house our people, I might say
would be intellectually dishonest in vot-
ing to the contrary,

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLCOTT. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. RIZLEY. Assuming that there is
a shortage of rental units, is it not a
rather far-fetched position for the Con-
gress to take that because there is a
shortage in the country of one commod-
ity that there is such an emergency
existing that warrants us to go beyond
what we could do under the Constitu-
tion?

Mr. WOLCOTT. No.
with one situation.

Mr. RIZLEY. I understand that.

Mr. WOLCOTT. We only deal with
the situation that there is a shortage of
housing units, and for that reason we
recognize the necessity of continuing
some of these controls.

Mr. RIZLEY. But following the gen-
tleman’s philosophy, there is probably
never a time in the history of the coun-
try that there is not a shortage in some
one commodity; therefore, following that
idea further, we will always have an
emergency in the country, because there
will always be a shortage in some one
commodity. Is that not the philosophy
that the gentleman is adopting now?

Mr. WOLCOTT. There is nothing to
compel the Congress to act because there
is an emergency, but if the Congress does
act, and acts constitutionally, then you
must find a reason for your actions, and
the reason for your actions in respect to
rent controls, or the controls contained
in title II, is, to be realistic about it, that
an emergency exists. So why not say so?

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield? ;

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. KEATING, In other words, is it
not, to put it in another way, a fair
statement to say that the only person
who would vote for this amendment
would be one who wanted to take all
controls off on the 30th day of June?

Mr. WOLCOTT. That would be the
effect of the amendment, for the rea-
son that it is very doubtful whether
the controls under this law could be en-
forced after June 30.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

We only deal

Mr,
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Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Massachusetis.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusefts. I
think I understood the gentleman to
say that the committee had under con-
sideration a bill which would give the
veterans a priority in the purchase of
permanent Government property. I in-
troduced a bill for that purpose last year.
They have not been given a priority in
the purchase of Government property
thus far. Am I correct that the com-
mittee has it under consideration at the
present time, or something of the kind?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Theze is a subject
being considered by the Banking and
Currency Committee at the present time
which has to do with the disposition of
what we call the Lanham permanents.
I think when that study is completed,
and if we report out legislation, it will
be quite satisfactory to the gentle-
woman, because I believe the commit-
tee will provide that the veterans will
be given preference on the purchase of
Lanham permanent projects.

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last two words.

Mr. Chairman, the committee, in order
to continue rent controls in peacetime
had to find that an emergency existed,
and the distinguished chairman of the
committee very frankly admits that in
order to circumvent established law and
the Constitution it is necessary to declare
an emergency. By the same token we
can keep an emergency in the country al-
ways. That is the very thing the New
Deal has been successful in doing for
about 16 years. Rental houses this year,
something else next year, on, on, and on
the emergency continues and we keep a
program of planned economy. I cannot
go along with such a program. And what
else does this bill do Mr. Chairman?
They set up some other categories. For
instance, they say to people who may
have been keeping their properties out of
rental, That is, if you did not have your
property rented between February 1,
1945, and February 1, 1947, you are not
under rent control. You can charge as
much as the traffic will stand. No-
where in this bill except by indirection
is any attempt made doing equity to-
ward the honest landlords, who have
had their property rented and who de-
pend on rents for their income.

Nearly every other industry in the
country has had a raise in prices, but this
committee says to those folks who have
had their houses rented over all this
period, “No, we are not going to permit
you to raise the rent at all.” But if I
sat back, if I was smart and did not
rent my property, I can come in now and
get the current rental prices of today.

What kind of business is this we are
doing here today? Do you think the
American people expect this Congress to
keep on with this sort of class legisla-
tion, and that is all it amounts to under
this bill? If this is not class legislation,
I have never seen a bill brought before
this Congress that was class legislation.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. DONDERO. According to a poll
made as late as February of this year,
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nearly 2,000,000 units in this country are
away from rent control or have been
withdrawn, and they will not come back
under rental until rent control is lifted.

Mr. RIZLEY. Certainly.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RIZLEY, Iyield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. RANKIN. If the House does not
pass this bill, this rent-control fiasco will
end on the 30th of June of this year?

Mr. RIZLEY. On June 30. But they
have a bill here that says that if we pass
it, rent control will end on December 31,
unless the President finds that there is
another emergency at that time and it
ought to be continued until March.
What kind of legislating is that?

Mr. RANKIN. If we go ahead and
perpetuate this measure on the Ameri-
can people, I do not want ever to hear
another Member of Congress talk about
the President creating a crisis or emer-
gency, or finding one.

Mr. RIZLEY. Of course, we are pass-
ing the buck as Members of Congress to
the President of the United States. We
say we do not want to legislate beyond
December 31, but it is all right for the
President to legislate beyond that time.
I did not run on that kind of a ticket last
fall. I told my people I was against Ex-
ecutive directives and decrees having the
force and effect of law. This is our re-
sponsibility. We ought to have the cour-
age to accept it. We ought to either
definitely control or decontrol. We ought
to stand for something. Why should we
follow this un-American philosophy of
planned economy for another 6 months?
Last year a Democratic Congress fixed
the expiration date for rent control as
June 1947.

I have the highest regard for the mem-
bers of this committee and the chairman
of the committee, but I just do not un-
derstand this sort of philosophy. The
gentleman says, “Yes; but we have to face
an emergency.” If you follow that phi-
losophy, you will have an emergency in
this country from now on. It may not
be in rents, but there may be an emer-
gency tomorrow where we may have a
shortage of wheat or cattle or sheep or
something else, and then all that would
have to be done would be to come in and
put that item under control because we
have an emergency in that particular
thing. That is not my understanding of
the philosophy that this Government is
founded upon.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield.

Mr. RANKIN. If you act on the ad-
vice of these bureaucrats, they will per-
petuate themselves just as they have in
the case of the Indian Bureau that you
are all complaining about.

Mr. RIZLEY. That is exactly right.
Bureau control; I believe the American
people were trying to get rid of that sort
of thing when they voted on November 5.

Mr. BANTA. Mr, Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I happen to be a mem-
ber of the committee which considered
this bill. I resent to some extent the
fact that those of us who would vote in
favor of this amendment might be
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charged by our distinguished colleague
and chairman with intellectual dishon-
esty. I could not with intellectual hon-
esty vote for the bill if it contains the
declaration that is embodied in this
section.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BANTA. I yield.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Does the gentleman
recognize that an emergency does exist
in housing?

Mr. BANTA. Will the gentleman per-
mit me to finish?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Does the gentleman
recognize that an emergency does exist
in housing?

Mr. BANTA. No, sir; I do not.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Then, the gentleman
would not be intellectually dishonest if
he voted for this amendment. But if
the gentleman recognizes that an emer-
gency does exist and then voted for it,
then he would be intellectually dishon-
est.

Mr. BANTA. You may argue that
point, but I reserve the right to deter-
mine whether I am intelleciually honest
or not.

Mr. WOLCOTT. But I claim that you
are,

Mr. BANTA. I should like to finish.

This bill declares that there is a na-
tional emergency and that Congress rec-
ognizes it. I tried with ali the diligence
at my command in cross-examining the
witnesses to require the bureau repre-
sentatives who appeared before us and
who stated that there was an emergency
to tell us how many unoccupied houses
there are in this Nation now, and not one
of them would or could tell us. OQur own
chairman declared before the Committee
on Rules only the other day that we
were unable to find out how many thou-
sands of housing units there are in this
country today which are wholly unoccu-
pied.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BANTA. 1 yield.

Mr. OWENS. Did they tell you how
many were occupied by one or two or
three persons that could contain five or
six persons?

Mr. BANTA. No; they would not tell
us that. I have had some experience in
analyzing testimony and determining
when a case is made. There was no tes-
timony before the committee on which
anybody could base a fair conclusion
that there is a national emergency.

There are less houses in this Nation
than the people want, but that is a dif-
ferent thing. There has always been
fewer houses than the people want. To
want is wholesome; it stimulates ambi-
tion. But this Congress sholud not de-
clare a national emergency to exist
simply because there are fewer houses
than the people want.

There is not a word of testimony in
this record on which to base the con-
clusion that there is now a national
emergency, aud for that reason I sup-
port this amendment. I say there is no
evidence that anybody can point to in
this record to justify a contrary con-
clusion
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Mr. SCHWABE of Missouri, Mr.
Chairman, will the genfleman yield?

Mr. BANTA. Yes; I yield.

Mr. SCHWABE of Missouri. How is
one who is opposed to rent control going
to vote for this bill? Is this bill one
that will simply extend rent control?

Mr. BANTA. This bill will extend
rent control. As far as the Congress is
concerned it will extend it until Decem-
ber 31, 1947, and then throw it into the
lap of the President and let him extend
it, and this Congress next year will have
the same cry from the same bureau
representatives, that the same old emer-
gency still exists, because all the people
in the Nation do not have the kind of
houses, and as many of them as they
want at the price they want to pay for
them. We will never get rid of controls
if we continue this same kind of pro-
gram that this bill will continue.

Mr. SCHWABE of Missouri. It is not
clearly a decontrol bill, then?

Mr. BANTA. Not at all. Moreover,
there is another declaration in this sec-
tion which the amendment strikes at
that is not a fair statement. There is
nothing in the record co justify it. That
is, that it is for the prevention of infla-
tion. There are three basic things which
the people of the Nation use and must
have, namely, food, clothing, and shelter.
If shelter may be had at a price which
represents a less proportion of their in-
come, than is normally used for shelter,
and a disproportionate part of their in-
come is freed to spend in the honky-
tonks, in the places of recreation, and in
the taprooms that some of the gentle-
men on the other side have said the
builders will construct if we decontrol
materials, then you will contribute to in-
flation rather than prevent it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BanTal
has expired.

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent thai the
gentleman may be allowed to speak an-
other 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. CoLE]?

There was no objection.

Mr. KEATING. Mr., Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, BANTA. T yield.

Mr. KEATING. In order that the rec-
ord may be clear, do I understand that
the reason the gentleman favors this
amendment is because he believes that
all rent controls should be off on the
30th of June?

Mr. BANTA. I believe they should be
off now. I think the American people
thought so last November.

Mr. ATING. But the gentleman
will agree that those who differ with him
should vote against this amendment?
Is that not a fact?

Mr. BANTA. Those who differ with
me as to whether or not we should have
rent controls may do just as I shall do.
They may vote the way they please. But
those who think that they can justify a
vote for rent control on the theory that
there is any evidence of a nationa. emer-
gency in the housing of this Nation, are
simply whistling in the graveyard.
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There is not any evidence of a national
emergency. :

Mr. KEATING. But the gentleman
will agree that to vote for this amend-
ment will very likely kill this entire
measure?

Mr. BANTA. Very good.
will.

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. EANTA. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Nebraska.

Mr. BUFFETT. Will the gentleman
not agree with me that there was no evi-
dence offered in the committee to indi-
cate a stringency in the housing situa-
tion being solved? We did have evi-
dence that a lot of rental units were
going off the market but we did not have
evidence that individual rental units
were coming on the market to take up
the stringency after that?

Mr. BANTA. We had no evidence.
The gentleman from Nebraska is correct.
But there was evidence that controls
have prevented construction and kept
houses off the rental market. You can
take the record on all fours and inter-
pret it in the way in which such a record
should be interpreted and you will find
that there is no evidence of anything
resulting from rent-control experience
to which this Nation is subjected, which
should encourage this Congress to con-
tinue the program or any part of it.

Mr. BUFFETT. Rent control is oper-
ating to automatically accentuate the
stringency in rental housing?

Mr, BANTA. It certainly is.

Mr. REDDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BANTA. I yield.

Mr. REDDEN. 1t was suggested a
while ago by the gentleman from Okla-
homa that he would like to see the Re-
publican Party take a position about
this rent control and stand by it. I wish
to ask the gentleman now if the ma-
jority of the Republican Members of
Congress did not take a position in the
last general election against rent con-
trol and against all other controls, and
if that was not the principal plank upon
which they were elected?

Mr. BANTA. The gentleman knows
as well as I what all Members of Con-
gress did, each spoke for himself; but
aside from all party politics, Mr. Chair-
man, and aside from every other consid-
eration, the people in Democratic fami-
lies and the Democratic voters are as
much affected by anything which rep-
resents an injustice to the American
people as those who are members of the
Republican Party.

Mr. REDDEN. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. BANTA. 1 yield.

Mr. REDDEN. Permit me to say that
I took the position that the OPA, includ-
ing rent controls and all other controls
under it ought to be abolished, and I am
not offended at the vote I got in the elec-
tion by reason of it.

Mr. BANTA. That is a very fine con-
tribution and I hope the gentleman votes
just the way he talks.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the pro forma amendment,

I hope it
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Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that
the chairman of our committee does not
deserve the scolding that some of the
Members are giving him. I share the
feeling that I suppose most of you have
that this bill is far from perfect and
that there must be some apologies made
for it. Asthe gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Worcorr] and others have said, it
is the resuilt of compromise; but there is
one question we ought to keep in mind,
and the gentleman from Ohio in this
motion to strike out important language
in the bill has raised it, and that is the
existence of an emergency.

We cannot go home and tell our people
honestly that no emergency exists. An
emergency does exist. We ought to face
it fairly and fearlessly and then legislate
as best we can in the light of the existence
of an emergency.

‘We might as well strike out the enact-
ing clause as adopt the amendment now
pending. We cannot afford to do that.
We ought to recognize that the pouring
of millions of dollars of appropriations
into temporary housing for veterans is
an effort to meet an emergency, and, as
pointed out, we will have on the floor
shortly a bill for an additional $40,000,-
000 to complete housing authorized
under the Lanham Act. If no emer-
gency exists, we cannot justify these
actions.

I know you are aware of the plight
of thousands of veterans. Their inter-
ests are identified with the interests of
the whole population. We are not try-
ing to designate for special recognition
a group that is deserving, to do some-
thing for them just because they are de-
serving; we are simply trying to meet
a situation in which the interests of
the veterans are identified with the
whole population., Whether an emer-
gency exists in your particular district or
not, surely you will agree that in many
congested areas of America an emer-

gency does exist, and it is because un- -

less controlled it will affect the whole
of the Nation that we are obliged to
adopt something today to hold down the
terrific costs of owning or renting a piece
of property.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. 1 yield.

Mr. MONRONEY. Is it not a fact
that wherever no emergency exists lo-
cally this bill is broad enough to provide
for local decontrols?

Mr. HAYS. It is.

Mr. MONRONEY. So we only need
these emergency powers where an emer-
gency exists.

Mr. HAYS. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. 1 yield.

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. The gen-
tleman knows from the record and the
testimony before the committee that last
summer when controls were removed for
a short period of time that there were
thousands upon thousands upon thou-
sands of eviction notices for that brief
period of 10 or 15 days.

Mr. HAYS. And we will be deluged
with the same thing if we make the fatal
mistake of leaving the country with no
controls whatever,

Chairman,
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Mr. Chairman there are not 48 States
in the Union in the old sense, there are
only 46 States, and the population of 2
States “on the road.” This population
is in certain congested areas of America
as the result of the war effort and vari-
ous other influences of recent years. We
must be fair to all sections and all groups.

Mr. Chairman, I have time to read
only one sentence from a statement of
one of the fairest and best informed
witnesses who appeared before our com-
mittee, Mr. William E. Russell, repre-
senting mortgageholders and property
owners in New York City. He made the
following statement:

We do not know the conditions in other
parts of the country, but in a great metrop-
olis like New York I may say to you, gentle-
men of the committee, that we fear for the
consequences to the industry, as well as to
the tenants, if we were to eliminate controls
until there have been enough homes built to
permit the tenant to operate in a free
market, where he has a choice. And he has
no choice today.

This is the man who pled with us to
provide some relief for landlords but at
the same {ime said that we must above
everything else recognize the continua-
tion of this emergency.

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Were
there any witnesses at all representing
the real-estate interests themselves who
testified to the effect that all controls
should be removed on rentals?

Mr. HAYS. I am glad to have that
pointed out. I do not remember any
witnesses who appeared before our com-
mittee representing the real-estate in-
terests—if I am wrong I want to be cor-
rected—urging the lifting of all controls.
As one who has been as critical of some
of the practices of OPA with reference
to rent control as any member of the
majority, as one who has smarted under
it and been bitterly resentful in wanting
to correct them, I insist that we cannot
afford to go home and say there is no
emergenc ' in the housing situation in
the United States.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Arkansas has expired.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on the
pending amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Isthere objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Horrman].

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, how
much time have I?

The CHAIRMAN. Three minutes.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, an-
other one of those emergencies. Every
time we get a bill on the floor of the
House and some of us start to show what
is in if, there is an emergency. We must
finish debate—we must pass it tonight.
I came down here in 1935 and went on a
commiftee and began to read bills, I
began to vote “no.” Members would ask
me, “How can you make up your mind so
quickly?” That was easy. Every bill
had in it a statement at the very be-
ginning: “Whenever the President deems
an emergency imminent,” followed by a
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blank check for power and money. Well,
somebody in the New Deal administra-
tion deemed an emergency to be immi-
nent all the time. Someone always has
an emergency. And the New Dealers
used one emergency after another as a
highway into more and more power.

The gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
RizLey] asked what kind of business
this is, meaning monkey business, I pre-
sume. I will tell you what it is. I is
“me, too"; it is New Deal under Repub-
lican leadership—first in foreign policy,
now on the home front. For 10 or 12
years we followed the New Deal theory,
we followed along with the philosophy
that you could take away from the people
who have and give it to the people who
have not end everything would be lovely.
But along cam« November last, we had
an election, and the home folks said
they had had enough and I supposed
that the people meant they did not want
any more of that kind of government.
Then the Republicans came down here,
and lo and behold, both here and in the
other body, they turn up with the same
old doctrine, the same old policy; that is, .
if you can catch anybody who has
worked and saved, who wants to create a
business and employment and meet a
pay roll, if you can get hold of that fellow
take it away from him and give his sav-
ings and his profits, if he has any, to
someone who has a vote.

Mr. Chairman, I am thinking about
the fellow who is ready to give a job to
somebody and create a pay roll, not some-
body who wants to increase building costs
and thereby deprive everybody of build-
ing and owning a home at a decent cost.
Everything is up, but the landlord who -
saves his money, and the old lady who
lives with him, who have a home and
who want to rent it and get a little in-
come, under this bill have at times to
rent i’ for less than the total of the taxes,
insurance, and repairs. I do not be-
lieve in that kind of a doctrine and, in
my opinion, if the Republicans go on
with this New Deal policy—the Presiden-
tial aspirants call it bipartisan states-
manship—until 1948 they will find them-~
selves out in the cold, because the people
have twice said, once to Mr. Willkie and
once to Mr. Dewey, you might better let
the experts do the job than a lot of
amateurs—though I might add that some
Republican politicians have had enough
practice recently to take them out of the
amateur class.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
BrooKs].

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to use these minutes to expound an idea
that I have had for some time; and
I notice it has been discussed to some
extent in the Senate. If it is found nec-
essary to continue these rent controls,
I wonder why the committee did not give
serious thought and consideration to
the matter of turning this over to the
several States when the States indicate
they are willing to handle the problem
and to assume this responsibility? In
the final analysis, Mr. Chairman, this is
a matter dealing with real estate, and if
there is anything fundamental in the
operation of our Government, it has
been the thought that the National Gov-
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ernment should not fool with real estate,
should not fool with landed titles and
things of that sort. Now, handling rents
is not like handling a matter of autos
and trailers moving from one State to
another. Ii is local. It is a local prob-
lem, local in origin and local in the han-
dling. A good many States already have
statutes which will cover such a situa-
tion in the event the Federal Govern-
ment gives up rent control. Some of
them, you might say, do not want to as-
sume the responsibility, but I dare say
that the State authorities, if they feel
like a serious problem is presented to
them, will assume their responsibility
and handle such matter if it is put
up to them in a proper light. I am
keenly disappointed that there is nothing
in this bill which would permit a State,
where it desires or is willing to assume
the responsibility, to do so. Many States
have legislatures in session now or will
have them meet soon, and if they are
willing and able to pass the necessary
enabling legislation, why not give them
a chance if they sincerely believe that
such an emergency exists, and controls
should continue?

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROCKS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi,

Mr. RANKIN. The main difference
between Stalin and Hitler was that Sta-
lin took over all the property, and Hitler
just took over the control of the prop-
erty.

Mr. BROOKS. There is entirely too
great a tendency, Mr. Chairman, to bring
everything to Washington, and 1 am one
who believes, that where a State has such
a problem and can and is willing and
able to handle such a problem, it should
be given an opportunity to do so.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
WorcorTl.

Mr WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
think you will recognize that most of the
Members who have spoken in favor of
this amendment are in favor of taking
all controls off rent on June 30 of this
year. I think perhaps we should have
this issue erystallized. I am glad that
they have spoken as they did because, of
course, we recognize this problem. We
recognized the problem in the committee.
I think we were realistic about it in the
committee but I do not think there is any
justification in any fair-minded person’s
mind for the contention that there is
not a shortage of homes at the present
time, and if there is then there is an
obligation on the part of this Congress
recognizing it, to do something about it.

Now, we have here what we consider
a pretty well-balanced bill. If there is
not a shortage of houses, then the com-
mittee was all wrong in its approach in
the matter, but recognizing that there
is a shortage of houses, houses for owner
occupancy and tenant occupancy, we
have done I think, a splendid job in
balancing off this situation.

We do not create any new emergency,
but we are realistic in finding that the
emergency which was created kecause of
the war continues with us and will con-
tinue with us until we get enough rental
units to lick it. It is not any emergency
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that we create here under the language
of this bill. The emergency was created
because of a great endeavor to dissemi-
nate American principles throughout
the world. If these debates here today
mean anything to me and if they mean
anything to you, they mean that this is
the republican form of government in
action, that we are going to prevent
thousands and thousands of evictions in
this country come June 30. Any of you
Members who want to take the respon-
sibility for the untold number of evic-
tions which will result from not contin-
uing some kind of control beyond June
30, are at liberty to kill them and take
the responsibility. Speaking for myself,
and I hope that I reflect the attitude of
a majority of the Members and my par-
ty, I am trying to do everything I pos-
sibly can to get rid of these controls just
as quickly as we possibly safely can with
as little shock as possibie to our eccnomy,
recognizing the necessity for stabilizing
this economy of ours, because, and I
think I have noted it on several previous
occasions, the economies of over 40 coun-
tries, the currencies of over 40 countries
are tied to the American dollar and the
American economy. We have to sta-
bilize them just as quickly as we can.
The only way we can do it is through
production. Now, in this transition pe-
riod, we have to continue certain of these
controls to prevent hardships and suffer-
ing. You have a choice here between
continuing some suffering and possibly a
lot of suffering. I will take my choice on
the side of a little suffering on the part
of a relatively few people, rather than
to make all of the people of the United
States, and yes, perhaps the world, suf-
fer because of the economic and finan-
cial dislocations which will result from
the chaos here in America if we do not
do the job and do it sensibly.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.
All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr,
SmaTH].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Smits of Ohio)
there were—ayes 44, noes 117.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. WORLEY, Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WorLEY: On
page 9, line 19, strike out all of title II,
“Maximum Rents.”

Mr. WORLEY. The purpose of this
amendment, Mr. Chairman, is to allow
rent control to expire on June 30, 1947,
If this amendment is adopted it will per-
mit the owner of a house to have it back
in his full and free possession. He will
be relieved of Government regulation and
regimentation which has always been so
obnoxious to our system of free enter-
prise, or, as some call it, the American
way of life.

Hardly a day passes but what I receive
letters from veterans who, despite all
Government efforts to help them finan-
cially, say they simply cannot afford to
pay the high price to buy a house but
who want a place to rent. You can look
in the classified section of almost any
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newspaper in a rent-controlled area and
find house after house for sale but none
for rent.

Mr. DONDERQO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WORLEY. I yield.

Mr. DONDERO. I have a communi-
cation from a man in Detroit who has 75
houses. If rent control is off, he will
rent the 75 houses, and he says he will not
rent them as long as rent control re-
mains.

Mr. WORLEY. The gentleman’s
statement is additional evidence that
continued control of rents is keeping
hundreds of thousands of units off of
the market and is working a hardship on
thousands who cannot buy under present
inflated prices but who can and do want
to rent.

During the war, as everyone knows, I
supported strict price controls because I
knew we had to do it in order to try to
prevent inflation and to keep the cost of
the war as low as possible. Since then,
however, controls on practically every-
thing else in our economy have been re-
moved and it seems unfair for the Gov-
ernment to continue regimentation of a
small group of people. It would not be
fair for Congress to freeze wages at 1942
levels, as rents are now frozen, and turn
everything else loose. It would not be
fair to freeze the price of meat or farm
products at 1942 levels and turn wages
and farm machinery prices loose. And
it does not seem fair or democratic to
continue to control rents when the cost
of labor, building materials, paint, taxes,
and practically everything else has gone
to unprecedented heights. You cannot
control one phase of our economy without
controlling all, unless you would do seri-
ous inequify and injustice.

Further it seems to me the policy of
continued controls now advocated by the
Republicans is entirely contrary to their
position last fall when they promised
the people of this country an immediate
return to a government freed of restric-
tions, red tape, and continued regi-
mentation.

I doubt that this amendment will be
adopted, and if it is not then I hope we
can later amend the bill to permit the
States themselves to determine whether
they desire to continue these controls.

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOGGS cf Louisiana. I will gladly
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 5 minutes.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I object.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman. I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment wund all amendments
thereto close in 15 minutes.

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, how
much time will that give us who want
to speak for this amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. Fifteen minutes
after the gentleman from Louisiana has
concluded. Counting the gentleman now
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standing, that will be divided between
about 10 Members.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Michigan?

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I object.

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I am quite sure that the able
chairman of the House Committee on
Banking and Currency needs no defense
on this floor. I have disagreed with him.
I disagree with him on some of the pro-
visions of this bill, but if there ever was
a fair chairman, a man who permitted
all sides to be heard, it is the chairman
of this Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Worcorrl I do not agree with
many provisions in this bill. I stated
my position quite frankly on yesterday,
but in the hearings before the commit-
tee, which continued for about a month.
if I remember correctly, every segment
of the economy of this country was heard
and it was heard at great length. As
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
Havs] pointed out a few minutes ago,
to my recollection and to his recollec-
tion, there was not a single responsible
representative of the home owners, home
builders, and real-estate agents who
came before our committee and asked
that rent controls be removed completely
on June 30 of this year.

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr,. BOGGS of Louisiana. Not at this
moment.

Now, why was that? Because all of
those men who are in the real-estate
business, who handle property every day,
who know more about the business than
any of us can know, because they work
with it and make their livelihood out of it,
know that if we arbitrarily remove con-
trols on June 30 of this year we would
have a situation which would be akin
to chaos in the home markets through-
out our country. I have the very highest
regard and respect for my good friend
from Texas [{Mr. WorLEYl. He talked
about the largest city in his distriet hav-
ing a population of 70,000. Possibly the
condition that he outlined in a town of
70,000 may be quite different in a city
of the size of Pittsburgh, New York, Chi-
cago, Detroit, New Orleans, or Houston,
or the other great industrial and com-
mercial areas throughout this great Na-
tion of ours. The gentleman from Texas
[Mr. WorLeY] talked about the fact that
as he turned to the want-ad section of
the newspapers he found very few units
for rent, but that he found a great abun-
dance of houses for sale. What accounts
for that? Everyone knows that the mar-
ket on old homes throughout this coun-
try is inflated and practically everyone
who owns his own home and who wants
to sell it knows that it is a temporary
condition, that the market is going down,
and that if he wants to get a high price
for his home he had better get it now
because as the building program gets un-
der way these houses that are worth ten,
twelve, or fourteen thousand dollars but
selling for twenty-five or thirty thousand
are going to be selling again for their
normal value of ten or twelve thousand.
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That is why we find so many homes for
sale and so few for rent.

Last summer we had a time in this
country of 10, or 15, or 25 days when we
did not have rent controls, and in every
metropolitan center in America I believe
without exception the eviction notices
flooded the courts, and tenants and land-
lords were in those courts in a number
heretofore unknown in the history of
those courts. I have talked to the judges
of those courts and they have told me
quite frankly that one of the greatest
calamities that could occur at this mo-
ment would be the lifting of all rent
controls.

I voted for and I intend to vote today
for a 10-percent across-the-board in-
crease. I think it is fair, but what is
proposed by this amendment would be a
calamity. .

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Louisiana has expired.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I re-
new my request and ask unanimous con-
sent that all debate on this amendment
and all amendments thereto close in 10
minutes.

Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma. Mr.
Chairman, I object.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 20 minutes.

Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma. Mr.
Chairman, I object.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
move that all debate on this amendment
and all amendments thereto close in 20
minutes.

The motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Ten Members have
indicated a desire to be heard on this
amendment. The Chair will recognize
each Member for 2 minutes.

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr,
CoLe]l is recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. COLE of Missouri, Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of this amendment.

I am a firm believer in local self-gov-
ernment and that each locality is best
able to solve its own problems. Rent
control may be necessary in some of our
congested areas. However, the State and
local authorities are the ones to decide
this and are the ones to take steps to
meet it. They are closer to the problem.
They know the situation and ecircum-
stances prevailing. They can, by ap-
pealing to their people, secure whole-
hearted cooperation in any fair plan
adopted by them. Furthermore, those
affected do not resent regulations im-
posed upon them by their own State and
municipal authorities who understand
their situation as much as they resent
being told what to do and what not to do
by some bureaucrat in Washington.

Have we not had enough bureaucratic
control? We have only to look at the
record of the OPA to be convinced that
regimentation, regulation, and control
creates scarcity. In my opinion, the
housing problem will not be solved until
we abolish rent control, because many
owners of rental property and many peo-
ple who have space in their homes that
they would, under ordinary -circum-
stances, be glad to share in order to re-
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lieve the housing shortage, refuse to rent
because, by so doing, they must submit
to the unreasonable rules and regulations
imposed upon them by the Federal
bureaucrats.

My home town, St. Joseph, Mo., has
many spacious houses that could be di-
vided up into attractive apartments with
very little alteration, but the owners re-
fuse to do this as long as Federal rent
control continues. Let me quote from
one of many letters I have received:

I know & building contractor who, with his
wife, occupies an eight-room house. The
upper story is vacant. He tells me he can
put in a kitchen sink, do the work himseir,
and put in a family, but he will not do this
as long as there is a vestige of regimentation
left in Washington. That is the story. There
are plenty of houses here in St. Joseph now
to take care of everyone here, but the hous-
ing problem will never be solved from Wash-
ington. It never has been and never will be.
The citizens of St. Joseph will solve it if Con-
gress will give them the green light.

I quote from another letfer:

I know three elderly ladles occupying three
houses—total 21 rooms. All have previously
rented rooms. None of them will do so now.
They say they will not rent and be stuck tor
6 months to a year to get an unsatisfactory
tenant out.

These are not isolated cases. There
are hundreds of such cases in St. Joseph.
I have been informed that in this city
of 80,000 population there are now 235
vacant homes—vacant because the own-
ers refuse to rent them during rent
control.

In further proof of my contention that
we will not be able to selve the housing
shortage until we abolish rent control, 1
would like to quote an editorial that ap-
peared in the St. Joseph Gazette of Feb-
ruary 10 this year. It reads as follows:

If anything were needed to show the com-
plete inadequacy and futility of Government
control over rentals it has been demonstrated
in St. Joseph by the failure of the campaign
to convert existing large structures—ot
which there are many here—into multiple
dwelling units for war veterans,

The city's emergency housing committee,
the War Dads organization, contractors, and
supply dealers made a concerted effort to see
if a number of the existing buildings, in-
cluding many sizable old homes, could not be
remodeled into small apartments to relieve
the current housing shortage. Facilities for
conversion were available, but rents that
could be charged were not sufficient, under
the Federal ceiling restrictions, to encourage
property owners to invest their capital in the
projects. No one is going to put money into
a venture that is foredoomed to be a losing
one.

Thus a Ct. Joseph chapter has been added
to the volume of a governmental faflure to
provide promised housing to the men who
fought the war.

This is not a condition peculiar to St.
Joseph alone. It is frue in every metro-
politan center in these United States,
and it will continue to exist until we get
rid of this un-American program,

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLE of Missouri. I yield to the
gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr. BUFFETT. 1 thank the gentle-
man for yielding. I simply want to
point out to the House that at least two
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speakers have said that no responsible
witness appeared to oppose continuation
of rent control. I quote from page 566
of the hearings, the testimony of Mr.
Harry Hansen, of Des Moines, who rep-
resented some 20 or 25 different real es-
tate groups. He said:

I am attempting to show that an exten-
sion of rent control would be unwise and
unnecessary.

I do not know offhand how many wit-
nesses opposed rent confrol extension,
but there were others. There has been
a lot of confusion because of the claim
of no opposition which should be cleaned
up.
Mr. COLE of Missouri. I thank the
gentleman for his contribution.

Mr. Chairman, if this amendment is
adopted rent control will terminate June
30 of this year. It should have been
abolished long ago. To have done so
would have solved the housing shortage,
s0 let us now adopt the amendment of
the gentleman from Texas, strike title IT
froin this bill and be don: with rent con-
trol.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California [Mr.
BrADLEY].

Mr. BRADLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, 1 have heard several speakers
say that the Republican Party pledged
dtself to- do away with rent control. I
do not believe that to be so. Some of
you may have done so. Ididnot. Itold
my people that we must continue con-
trols in my district for a short time. I
favor local control. I would like to get
controls down to the very lowest level.
Let me say that my district started at
the beginning of this war with 245,000
people and ended up with some 500,000
people, more than half of whom were
brought there by the Government for
war jobs. The war may be over, but
where are we going to put these addi-
tional 250,000 people when we have built
only a few houses in the meantime?

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BRADLEY of California. I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. EEATING. Is it not a fact that
if rent control went off on the 30th day
of June there would be complete chaos
in the gentleman’s district?

Mr. BRADLEY of California. I do not
know what would happen. I believe we
should have hundreds of people out on
the street.

Mr. KEATING. I am happy that the
gentleman has gotten up and said what
he has because that is exactly what I
stated in my campaign. I am for free
enterprise, but I never said I would op-
pose a Government control if it became
absolutely essential in order to prevent
a chaotic economic condition in this
country.

Mr. BRADLEY of California. Rent
control, at least to a certain degree, is
essential in my district for some few
months to come.

I heard it said a few minutes ago that
this is a question of a little suffering as
opposed to a lot of suffering. As between
the two, I stand for the little suffering.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN].

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, during
the last session of Congress I voted to
unshackle the American people by stop-
ping OPA in its tracks, just as did a lot
of you ladies and gentlemen here on this
floor today. I promised the people that
I was going to do everything in my
power to give America back to the peo-
ple and that is sufficient reason for my
opposition to the continuance of rent
controls. I know that a good share of
the veterans of this country are op-
posed to this kind of stuff; they did not
win the war to lose their liberties. They
want the shackles taken off of private
industry; I know and you know that
until we do take the shackles off the
property owners and as long as we have
this threat of Government control hang-
ing over their heads, confusion and
homes for rent will become worse and
worse and less and less. How in
heaven’s name do you expect these peo-
ple to go ahead with a fair rental pro-
gram while they live in fear that maybe
next year Congress will impose more con-
trols. So I say, take the shackles off
and relieve these people. We have long
ago released our prisoners of war, Why
not give this seement of good Americans
their freedom, I ask you in all sincerity,
by letting rent control die a natural
death on June 30 next?

The CHAIERMAN. The Chair recog- .

nizes the gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
ANGELL].
RENT CONTROL UNDER H. R. 3203

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Chairman, in my
district, which is a metropolitan district,
rent control has not provided housing for
veterans and others. There are two
things thai we ought to have as objec-
tives in legislation of this type. One is
to provide more rental properties and
homes for sale at reasonable prices, and
the other is to deal fairly with the peo-
ple who have their funds invested in this
type of property. We are accomplishing
neither. During the Seventy-ninth Con-
gress I voted for the legislation and the
large subsidies that were intended to
help solve this problem. They have not
solved it, and, in my judgment, the bill
that is before us wil: not do so.
travesty on the people who own prop-
erty, trying to rent it at a fair rental
They cannot rent it and obtain a suffi-
cient amount to maintain the proper-
ties, pay the taxes, and get anything on
their investment. Now, that is un-
American. It should not be allowed.
On the other hand, it is preventing vet-
erans from securing homes.

Mr. WORLEY., Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANGELL, I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. WORLEY. Would it not be far
more desirable, if we had to have rent
control, to have the several States
administer it?

Mr. ANGELL. Absolutely. If we are
going to have control over one segment
of our industry or our economy, let us
have it over others and not restrict it to
any one single segment and give the
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others free rein. Under this legislation,
you are allowing new houses to go sky
high, no limit. You are allowing houses
not rented for 2 years to go sky high, but
these people who have been honest and
decent with their property and have
rented it under OPA rules are frozen at
what they were in 1942. You have a
heel on their necks, and you are going
to keep it there under this bill.

Mr. Chairman, in common with all of
our colleagues in the House, I am deeply
interested in maintaining rents through-
out the Nation on a reasonable basis so
that veterans, as well as all low- or mod-
erate-income families, may be able to
secure housing accommodations within
their means. Equally desirable is the
maintenance of housing construction on
a basis that will provide residential prop-
erties for these same classes of our citi-
zens at a price which is not only within
their means, but which is based on fair
values for the properties obtained. Un-
fortunately under rent control these ob-
jectives have not been secured.

Construction of moderately priced
homes has been stymied and the grandi-
ose program enacted by the Congress,
with heavy appropriation for subsidies,
has failed to break the deadlock and pro-
vide home for veterans and others. Gov-
ernment controls have prevented con-
struction of these low-cost houses in-
stead of helping it. The rigid controls
under rent control have prevented veter-
ans from finding roofs for their families
at prices they could afford. Under this
new program, rent administrators will
permit rental prices for newly constructed
homes, or unrented homes, to soar sky
high and, at the same time, they will
hold down rentals at starvation levels
for small family units owned by widows,
retired school teachers and other proper-
ty owners who are dependent on the in-
come derived from these small properties
for a livelihood—this inconsistency ex-
ists even where the two properties may
be side by side in the same block. The
Rent Administrator has refused to give
any consideration to protests or efforts
to remedy this injustice.

In the Portland area costs of operating
residential properties has practically
doubled, and many items have more than
doubled. A recent survey in Portland
shows the following increases in the cost
of operation:

Fuel oil, price on March 1, 1942, $1.27 per
barrel; price on April 1, 1947, $2.20 per bar-
rel, an increase of approximately 80 percent.

Other costs which are necessary to Keep
a building in operating condition have risen
as follows since March 1, 1942:

Percent
Oil-burner repairs. 80
Refrigeration repairs 80
Roofing repairs._ 80
Plumbing repairs.. 100
Paper and paperhanging....eceecceccana 150
Recovering davenports_ - oo ceeo-. 100
Cleaning apartments. - eeee-cecomcecan 100
QGarbage collection. . oo 80
Boller and firebox repalrs.ccceeecceaa 190
Paint.. = 50
{alTya ) P S i L L SR 60
Rebullding mattresSses o cmeccmecaccea= 120

All other incidental expenses such as jani-
tor supplies, brushes, garbage cans, electri-
cal and plumbing fixturcs have all risen,
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As I have said, the rent administrators
have turned a deaf ear to the protests
and requests of owners of property to
permit them to charge a fair rental so
that they may be able to save their in-
vestment. Owing to these hardship con-
ditions, owners of these properties have
been unable to keep up repairs such as
painting, redecoration, roofing, and other
necessary corrective care which is neces-
sary to prevent obsolescence and destruc-
tion of property, thus rendering it unfit
for occupancy. This does not mean,
however, that the funds which would
have been spent for repairs was saved, as
has been contended by OPA. It means
that the evil day is only put off, and when
controls are lifted the owners, if they
are to preserve their properties from
complete destruction, must make not
only all the repairs which have been
allowed to go by the board from month
to month and year to year, but must
make them at a considerably increased
cost, due entirely to the fact that they
were not made when first needed.

In the city of Portland there is a large
number of residential facilities which
would be available for veterans and
others at moderate prices if rent con-
trol would permit them to be used for
that purpose. OPA has consistently re-
fused to place a rental price on these
properties which would permit the own-
ers to rent them without suffering a loss,
and as a result they have not been
rented. Furthermore, thousands of
.apartment units in the Portland area
are occupied by one tenant, but are suit-
able for four to five tenants. However,
OPA has refused to permit the owners
to charge any substantial increase by
reason of the increased number of ten-
ants. Anyone familiar with the rental
of properties knows that the owner is
subjected to much greater expense in
furnishing facilities for five persons in-
stead of one, and in many cases he sup-
plies laundry and laundry facilities,
water, gas, light, heat, garage, and other
services provided in apartment prop-
erties.

I call your attention to an instance
which came to my personal attention
when I was home during the last recess.
A modern, five-room apartment was
completely refurnished with new furni-
ture, redecorated and repainted through-
out, at a cost of some $3,000 to the land-
lord. The OPA, however, refused to per-
mit an increase of more than $2.50 a
month for these additional facilities in
an apartment suitable for five tenants.
As a result the apartment was rented to
one lone tenant.

The Secretary of the Oregon Apart-
ment House Association of Portland,
whom I have known for a long time and
whose word can be depended upon, some
time ago advised me that in the Portland
area rental units now available could
house in excess of 20 percent more peo-
ple if taken out of rent control and with
a comparatively small increase in rental.
He stated that a five-room apartment,
now renting to one person for $40, could
easily be rented to a family of three for
$50, but under OPA regulations this can-
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not be done. He asks the question, and
I quote from his letter:

Why should rental property alone be held
to 1941 prices in these days of inflation, with
the dollar at about 60 cents, labor prices
more than doubled, and most commodities
increased at least 40 percent?

An outcry is made if the Negro, the Cath-
olic, any class of foreign-born citizen is dis-
criminated against. Why, then, discrimi-
nate against the most patriotic citizens—the
property owners—who on many crises were
the sole remaining bulwark and support of
our country and its institutions? Why dis-
criminate against property?

OFA was justified by the courts, only as a
war measure; but the war is now over. Hous-
ing control was justified on security of abode
for war workers. There are no war workers
now. Furthermore, there are 1,800 idle apart-
ments in Portland alone, formerly used by
war workers, so all necessitous cases can be
now housed. All reasons now fail,

But housing shortage anywhere can be im-
mediately alleviated 20 percent by granting
fair charges for increased occupancy For
the good of those seeking housing, as well as
OPA employees and the couniry generally,
OPA should be discontinued.

Mr, Chairman, as I have said I want
to do everything possible to protect vet-
erans in their right to obtain homes at
reasonable rents. Under date of April
29, 1947, I received a letter from Omar B.
Eetchum, director of national legislative
service, Veterans of Foreign Wars of the
United States, in which he suggests cer-
tain amendments with reference to this
legislation. The letter is as follows:
Homer D. ANGELL,

Member of Congress,
Washington, D. C.
Re H. R. 3203.

Dear CoNGRESSMAN: As legislative director
of the Veterans of Forelgn Wars of the United
States, representing some 2,000,000 overseas
veterans of World War II, I should like to
present our position with respect to H. R.
3203.

There are several amendments that should
be made to H. R. 3203 in order to protect
veterans and to provide the housing promised
them under the Government housing pro-
gram.

1. Authority to allocate a few basic raw
materials, such as pig iron, shop-grade lum-
ber, and steel, should be continued; other-
wise we may lose a large volume of veterans'
housing construction,

2. The Veterans Emergency Housing Act,
passed last May, provided a program of guar-

- anteed market contracts to induce companies

to manufacture houses or new types of build-
ing materials. Many producers relied on
these provisions continuing in force to the
end of this year, What they will produce is
important to veterans’ housing, particularly
in building houses at lower costs. Companies
who have already filed applications are en-
titled to have the Government act on those
applications and to make contracts, if the
companies meet conditions set up in the law.

3. It isn’t enough to just limit recreation-
type construction. Any nonessential or de-
ferrable construction should be postponed,
so that it will not take materials from vet-
erans’ housing.

We are heartily in accord with the pro-
posed Sundstrom amendment to title I (p. 3,
line 9, sec. 4), which would amend title VI
of the National Housing Act and place manu-
facturers of factory-built homes on the same
FHA financing level as builders of conven-
tional-type homes. 1

Under title II (sec. 204 (b), p. 138, line 21),
the second proviso would, in our opinion,
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permit landlords to force prospective tenants
to sign leases at a 15-percent increase, in
order to occupy vacant housing units. We
suggest that this proviso be carefully ana-
lyzed before passage of the bill. On the fol-
lowing page, we have listed suggested amend-
ments to the bill H. R. 3203 for your consid-
eration.
Very respectfully yours,
OmMar B. KETCHUM,

Director, National Legislative Service.

SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO H. R. 3203

1. Under title I, section 1 (a), end of line
5, on page 2, add: “Provided further, That
the powers conferred by said sections shall
continue in force and effect to permit con-
tinued allocation and priorities for pig iron,
shop-grade lumber for millwork, steel, and
for bottl k items needed by public-service
utilities and producers of housing and ma-
terials.”

2. Under title I, section 1 (a), end of line
5, on page 2, add: “Provided jurther, That
the powers conferred by sald section shall
continue In force and effect to enable action
upon applications for guaranteed-market
contracts filed prior to February 1, 1947, and
to enter Into guaranteed market contracts
with such applicants when the necessary
conditions for their approval are found to
exist."”

3. Under title I, section 1 (b) should be
amended by adding the following words: “or
any nonessential or deferrable nonresiden-
tial building or facilities, including tourist
or residential construction not suitable for
year-round occupancy.”

Mr. Chairman, I urge the Committee
to give consideration to these sugges-
tions.

Mr. Chairman, as I said at the outset,
the objective we are seeking is to take a
course of action that will, as far as pos-
sible, provide housing both for rental and
purchase by veterans and other mod-
erate-income citizens at levels within
their financial limitations. This is not
possible under the existing controls of
OPA. The Seventy-ninth Congress
passed a number of laws and provided
large appropriations in an attempt to
bring relief in the housing emergency,
but to no avail. Whatever action we
take should be with the objective, first,
to protect the rights of our people in
need of homes for themselves and fami-
lies. We should not, however, overlook
the fact that our citizens who have in-
vested their money in properties for resi-
dential purposes are entitled to the same
consideration as any other group of citi-
zens. The great percentage of these
owners are people of small means—in
many cases their only income is from the
rental of these small units. They have
been frozen at prewar prices which, in
most instances, were distressed prices
based on depression conditions, and now
the income is wholly insufficient to main-
tain the properties and provide any re-
turn to the owners on their investments.
There is no reason, in my judgment, why
these owners should be singled out in a
class by themselves, to have the return
on their investments frozen, whereas
every other segment of our national
economy has been given substantial in-
creases in income ranging from 25 to 75
percent over prewar income. There
seems little doubt that the present bill
we are considering will not provide rea-
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sonably priced housing for veterans and
others, and it will still keep the heavy
hand of wal controls on owners of rental
residential properties. It is not a solu-
tion of either horn of the dilemma. Un-
der it owners of newly constructed prop-
erties and unrented units of 2 years
standing have the right to rent at any
price they like, but the thousands of oth-
ers who have maintained their properties
through the prewar depression, through
the war and now through the postwar
period at starvation prices, are given no
relief.

Mr. Chairman, a veteran who buys a
new home at present p.ices which are 50
to 100 percent above prewar values is
buying a gold brick. Five, ten or fifteen
years from now in all likelihood its value
will have shrunk to prewar values and
the veteran will have lost all moneys in-
vested therein. Many of these homes
are poorly constructed, much of the ma-
terial therein is of inferior quality and
the houses rapidly deteriorate.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is also objec-
tionable for another reason in that the
Congres. surrenders its power to legis-
late to the President. We are passing
the buck to the President.

The Congress should face its duty
itself, pass legislation as provided by the
Constitution. Let us not delegate any
more of our constitutional duties.

Mr. Chairman, this bill will work a
great injustice on veterans and other
renters as well as upon the landlords.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog=
nizes the gentleman from California [Mr.
JACKSON].

Mr. JACKSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, 2 minutes under the latest
national emergency is not very much,
but I am here to express exactly the same
thought I expressed yesterday—not rent
control or noncontrol, but the more basic
issue as to whether we are going to live
under the terms of our Constitution or
whether we are going to abridge the fun-
damental rights set forth in that great
document.

Now, this legislation and any legisla-
tion which mitigates against one section
of the public is class legislation, and the
moment we open the door to class legis-
lation we open it up to legislation against
Catholics, Protestants, Jews, or any other
group, creed, or color. The door is open.

Due process of law is assured under our
Constitution. This legislation and any
legislation like it does not accord this
due process of law. It is not due process
to confiscate property by legislation,
when you make it impossible for the man
who owns that property to maintain it.
That is not due process of law.

Go out here, gentlemen, and look at
the painting on the staircase wall which
pictures the signing of the Constitution.
I say they were signing a great Magna
Carta of personal freedom under law.
They were not signing a mandate for
confiscation.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr RANKIN].

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I am
ready to vote on this. I yield back my
time,
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Horrman].

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, sup-
plementing the remarks of the gentle-
man from California who just left the
floor, the Constitution also says that citi-
zens shall have the right to bc secure in
their property. I want to shed a few
tears, real tears, and a few synthetic
tears, for the tenant who cannot find a
home, except at what he considers exces-
sive rent. Then I want to shed a few
more tears for the veteran who last week
wrote me a letter, for the woman who is
a widow who also wrote me a letter last
week—maybe I can put them in the
RECORD so you can be sure to have them;
they both owned property which each
wanted to rent, but neither could rent—
one was in South Bend, Ind., and the
other in Niles—neither could rent the
property to a tenant whose wages were
double what they had been prior to the
war, and keep up the taxes, insurance,
and repairs—when forced to accept the
rent fixed by the Federal agency.

I do not know whether the gentleman
from Michigan, the chairman of the
committee, feels more sorrow for the
tenant or for the veferan who had the
house for rent, or for the widow. But to
me it certainly is repugnant to think that
the old man and the old woman who
worked and saved and bought a home—
maybe the husband died, maybe the
widow is there alone, she has the old
home, there are more rooms in it than
she can use and she wants to rent some
of them, and she would like to get enough
rent so that she can pay the taxes and
pay for the repairs that are absoluteiy
necessary, keep the roof from leaking, if
you please. She would like to rent for
enough for all that; but no, the Govern-
ment says—because the Congressman
says—"“You cannot do that, even though
the man who is in the apartment with
his family is receiving twice the wage
he received a few months before.” No,
even though the old Constitution says
you shall be secure in your property,
Congress now declares you must bear a
part of the tenants’ rent. To me that is
unjust.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. FOLGER].

Mr FOLGER. Mr, Chairman, it has
been my h~bit never to say anything
when silence would do as well, but
strange things have happened, when the
claim is made that there is not a need
for housing in the United States of
America. I remember just a little bit
differently from the statement made by
some of my friends. One man who was
excited, and I thought was so intense
about things that concerned him person-
ally, made the statement that there was
no housing shcrtage in this country.
Every person in the room was astonished
at such a statement. Men who were in
the real-estate vusiness, men who were
representing rental agencies, men who
were home builders—every one of them
testified to that committee that there is
yet a serious shortage of houses and that
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if you take the rent ceilings off in this
country you will have a state of chaos.

What is it for? To keep the man of
small income from being turned out in
the street by the bidding of somebody
financially alle to turn him out into the
road. I am standing by this committee.
on this proposition.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOLGER. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. KEATING. With thousands of
such people in this country today, does
the gentleman need any long figures to
prove to him that there is a serious emer-
gency existing in this country?

Mr. FOLGER. Not at all. We are
going upon the testimony, and every bit
of it, except in that one instance, was to
that effect.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
WoLcort!.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
think all of the arguments which were
made against the amendment ofiered by
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SmITH]
apply equally to this amendment. As I
understand it, this amendment has a
similar. if not identical. purpose and
likewise should be defeated.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
be again reported.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WorLey: On
page 9, line 19, strike out all of title II,
“Maximum Rents.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. WorLEY].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. WorLEY) there
were-—ayes 60, noes 133.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
a preferential motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. RanxIN moves that the Committee
do now rise and report the bill back to the
House with the recommendavion that the
enacting clause be stricken out.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, the
passage of this motion will simply mean
that this erazy rent-control program will
end on June 30. You talk about democ-
racy; you talk about constitutional gov-
ernment. The only differenee between
communism and fascism. between Stalin
and Hitler, when it came to *aking the
property of the people of Russia and
Germany, was that the Communists took
over all the property in Russia, and Hit-
ler took over control of all the property
in Germany. '

I am surprised to hear men get up here
and talk about the house owners as a
little minority. Who constitutes this lit-
tle minority? They are the sound pa-
triotic people back in your districts who
are trying to own their own homes and
who want to control their own property.
I have heard them get up and talk about
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veterans. I have been the author of
more legislation for the benefit of vet-
erans in the last 16 years than any other
man who has served in the Congress of
the United States. This thing is injuring
the veterans. If you will go back to your
districts, you will find that the majority
of them want to get rid of it and get back
to constitutional government and get rid
of these regimentations.

If this bill is passed, in my opinion,
you will have the same trouble next year
and the next year and the next year.
If you were back hcme and owned a
house, you would not want to rent it to
anybody, for the simple reason that the
moment you did you would get the hands
of this bureaucracy on it and you would
‘never know where you were from that
time forward. You will have more
houses for rent and more rooms for rent
and more apartments for rent if you
adopt this motion and kill this measure
and let this rent control die on June 30.

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANKIN. I yield.

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Does not the
gentleman think that in those congested
areas where they might need some con-
trol the loeal authorities would be best
able to cope with that?

Mr. RANKIN. Let the local authori-
ties do it.

Mr. COLE of Missouri. That is right.

Mr. RANKIN. Let the States do it.
The gentleman from New York [Mr.
KEeaTing] talks about his own State. I
cannot think of any way the State legis-
lature can regiment the people of New
York any more than they have regi-
mented them under that crazy FEPC
law that they have up there. If they
can stand for that they can stand for
anything the Legislature of the State of
New York can put upon them. But in
those States and those areas where they
want this regimentation, let them have
it, but let the States do it.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANKIN. 1 yield.

Mr, SMITH of Ohio. The gentleman
stated that if he had a house he would
not rent it. That is not because he
would be afraid of the renter, but be-
cause he would be afraid of the bureau-
crats.

Mr. RANEIN. Why, certainly, I
would not want one of these bureaucrats
to get his fingers on it. That is exactly
what I am talking about. When I say
that, I am expressing the views of thou-
sands and thousands of people through-
out the United States—hundreds of
thousands of them, and probably mil-
lions of people, who own property and
who have held it back because they do
not want the hand of some bureaucrat
on that property and have somebody in
Washington telling them what to do.

This thing will swell and grow until it
will be a worse scandal than the present
Indian Bureau. Look how it has grown.
Bureaucracy grows on what it feeds on.
We have just fought a war against Hit-
ler and against Japan. We were fighting
against the very thing that this bill ex-
emplifies; that is, dictatorship; totali-
tarianism. Who do you think will tell
the people of California what to do with
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their property? Who do you think will
tell the people of Michigan or Mississippi
or Alabama or Tennessee? It will not
be somebody there who knows what they
are doing. It will be some long-nosed
bureaucrat behind a desk here in Wash-
ington.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANKIN. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. On page 245 of the
hearings there is recited the testimony
of Herbert Q. Nelson, in brief, as follows:

Altogether the net result of rent control
and the drive to create new rental propertles
has resulted in a loss of approximately 2,000,-
000 rental units.

Mr. RANKIN. Absolutely. It has done
more harm than good. Here we are, 2
years after the war has closed, regiment-
ing the property owners, including the
veterans who fought the war to end such
dictatorship.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANKIN. Yes, I yield.

Mr. EEATING. I think it should be
brought out that the gentleman who
gave that testimony is executive vice
president of the National Association
of Real Estate Boards.

Mr. RANKIN. Well, does the gentle-
man think that disqualifies him to
testify?

Owning a house ought not be made a
crime in this land of the free.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. RAN-
KIN] has expired.

Mr., WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to call attention to the fact
that if the gentleman's motion prevails,
all of the controls on the allocation of
materials, including the payment of sub-
sidies, including guaranteed markets, in-
cluding directions by the Expediter to
all other agencies of the Government in
respect to materials—in other words,
controls over our entire country will be
continued until December 31, 1947. °

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Yes; I yield.

Mr. RANKIN. All right. If the com-
mittee does its duty, it will bring in an-
other biH relieving us of that.

Mr. WOLCOTT. The committee has
done its duty.

Mr. RANKIN. You are piling one
monstrosity on top of another.

Mr. WOLCOTT. The committee has
done its duty. In addition to that, I
should call attention to the fact that if
the motion prevails rent controls will be
continued on new properties until June
30, 1947. Of course, the motion offered
by the gentleman from Mississippi should
be defeated.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS. Is continuation of rent
control the consideration that must be
paid to get these other controls ended
that are no obnoxious?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Well, I assume the
committee has already acted on that, and
they have already passed, without de-
leting it, title I, which has to do with the
controls other than rent. The commit-
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tee in its judgment has already accepted
that provision. So the provision before
us now is title I, having to do with rent
controls. The orderly procedure, of
course, would be to take it up and either
vote it all up or down. I assume anybody
will be given an opportunity to offer
amendments to it.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Assuming there is a
shortage of homes and that the rents are
exorbitant, how do you justify putting the
whole burden of helping the tenants on
the property owner, instead of on the
taxpayers at large? Why not let the
Federal Government pay subsidies?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Does the gentleman
recommend paying home owners a sub-
sidy to keep rents down?

Mr. HOFFMAN. Not the home owners,
no. Iam asking if you must give the ten-
ants relief, why not let all the taxpayers
do it through the payment of subsidies?

Mr. WOLCOTT. What have the tax-
payers got to do with rent control?

Mr. HOFFMAN. Oh,what you are pro-
posing to do is to make the home owner
make concessions so that the tenants can
get cheaper rent. I say that if that is
the position, why not let the public do
it? Why make a goat out of the home
owner?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

All time has expired.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr,
Rankin].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Rankin) there
were—ayes 56, noes 153.

So the motion was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

DEFINITIONS

SEc. 202. As used in this title—

(a) The term "person” includes an indi-
vidual, corporation, partnership, association,
or any other organized group of persons, or
a legal successor or representative of any of
the foregoing.

(b) The term “housing accommodations"
means any building, structure, or part there-
of, or land appurtenant thereto, or any other
real or personal property rented or offered
for rent for living or dwelling purposes (in-
cluding houses, apartments, rooming- or
boarding-house accommodations, and other
properties used for living or dwelling pur-
poses) together with all privileges, services,
furnishings, furniture, and facilities con-
nected with the use or occupancy of such
property.

{c) The term “controlled housing accom-
modations” means housing accommodations
as defined in subsection (b), except that it
does not include—

(1) those housing accommodations, in any
establishment which is commonly known as
a hotel in the community in which it is lo-
cated, which are occupied by persons who
are provided customary hotel services such
as maid service, furnishing and laundering
of linen, telephone, and secretarial, or desk
service, use and upkeep of furniture and fix-
tures, and bellboy service; or

(2) any motor court, or any part thereof;
or any tourlst home serving transient guests
exclusively, or any part thereof; or

(3) any housing accommodations (A) the
construction of which or the conversion of
which from existing residential wuse into
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housing use providing additional housing ac-
commodations, is completed after the date
of enactment of this act, except that con-
“tracts for the rental of housing accommo-
dations to veterans of World War II and
their immediate families, the construction
of which was assisted by allocations or pri-
orities under Public Law 388, Seventy-ninth
Congress. approved May 22, 1948, shall re-
main in full force and effect, or (B) which
at no time during the period February 1,
1945, to January 31, 1947, both dates In-
clusive, were rented (other than to mem-
bers of the Immediate family of the occu-
pant) as housing accommodations.

(d) The term “defense-rental area" means
any part of any area designated under the
provisions of the Emergency Price Conivol
Act of 1942, as amended, prior to March 1,
1947, as an area where defense activities
have resulted or threaten to result in an in-
crease in the rents for housing accommoda-
tions inconsistent with the purposes of such
act, in which maximum rents were being
regulated under such act on March 1, 1947.

{e) The term “rent” means the considera-
tion demanded or received in connection with
the use or occupancy or the transfer of a
lease of any housing accommodations.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MoNrONEY: OR
page 11, line 10, strike out the semicolon
and the word “or”; strike out all of lines 21
to 25 inclusive, and on page 12 strike out all
of lines 1 to 10, inclusive

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is an effort to prevent au-
thorizing uncontrolled rents for a large
segment of property owners, those new
builders or people who have not rented
their houses for the last 2 years. It is
an cffort to put all of the people in the
rent-control areas on a more equal basis.

We had a good deal of testimony, I am
willing to admit, that was given to the
committee that by removing all ceilings
on rents on new construction and on
houses which have not heretofore been
rented, that we might bid out an addi-
tional supply of housing.

I cannot go along with that line of
reasoning.

I think you are going to increase and
magnify inequalities within the same
rental areas by giving uncontrolled rent
ceilings on new houses which will sit
next door to or across the street from
houses that have been under rent con-
trol since 1942. I have, in the past, re=-
ceived a great amount of correspondence
from - people who have houses to rent
complaining against the high-rent prices
that have been allowed for new construc-
tion.

You are not subjecting people who have
new construction for rent to the 1942
ceiling or at rates that are comparable
to the 1942 ceilings. Most of the testi-
mony from those connected with the ad-
ministration of the program was that
people who do build new housing, either
apartments or single-family dwellings,
are satisfied with the higher rent ceil-
ings given them because their costs are
a great deal higher.

Mr. Creedon, the Housing Expediter,
and Mr. Foley of the FHA stated they
have had practically no complaint
against the ceilings that have been
established on newly constructed houses.
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But now under the bill as written, if
my amendment is not adopted, you are
going to say to these people who build
new houses: “Boys, the sky is the limit.
You can come in and charge anything
that the traffic will bear, not the high
ceiling as granted by FHA, but yor can
use your own judgment anr get any rate
that you ecan.”

Across the street and down the street
95 percent of the people are under price
control who must stay there and take
that degree of inequity. I do not think
it is fair to the people who have had to
put up with the difficulties of rent con-
trol to free these others from the act.

There is one other thing I want to call
your attention to and that is the Gov-
ernment help in new construction which
I think is highly important. Under
title VI that is continued in this bill,
we give what amounts to 100-percent in-
surance of investment for any rental
project under FHA. Can you imagine
any better deal that has ever been given
to the constructors of housing than what
you are giving them under a hundred
percent Government insurance to build
housing at this time?

I think we are entitled to expect these
builders to live under some kind of a rea-
sonable ceiling. The testimony has been
that these ceilings fixed for new con-
struction are reasonable. I do not think
it is asking too much, and I think it
would be‘very wise, to strike out the lan-
guage in the bill that gives this carte
blanche exception to anything that has
been newly built after the passage of
this aet.

One other thing I would like to espe-
cially stress and that is the complete
exception given by this bill for anyone
who has held a house off the market for
2 years. If you have been opposed to
rent control for 2 years, if you have de-
nied a veteran a chance to find a roof
to put over his head for 2 years after he
came back from the war, then we are
going to reward you with an uncon-
trolled rent ceiling; you can charge any-
thing you want to chage simply because
you have been obstinate enough to take
your house off the rental market for the
past 2 years.

Mr. Chairman, I do not think that is
the kind of reward we ought to give the
people who have denied the veterans
much needed housing.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Oklahoma has expired.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr., Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for
two additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was 110 objection.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, it
is not clear in the bill—I am sure it is
not intended—but this 2-year exemp-
tion, which means that if your house
has not been rented for 2 years you can
rent it and not have a ceiling on it might
result in this: If a landlord owns fwo
houses, one in which he lives and the
other which he rents, he can, if he
wishes, get possession of the house he
has been renting, then turn around and
rent without any price ceiling at all on
his own home. I think you are going to
upset considerably the status of the ten-
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ants who have been living in these
houses simply because of this key switch-
ing to avoid any ceiling on the house
from which the owner has moved.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? L]

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. JENSEN. The 100-percent guar-
anty under title VI is in my estimation,
one of the greates! detriments that this
country ever imposed on the veterans,
for the very reason that the veteran goes
in and says: “I want to build this house,
which will cost $8,000.” The banker
says, “Well, he is a veteran and we have
to be good to him.” So the veteran
builds an $8,000 house. It is the most
inflationary thing we have. It is the
thing today that is raising the prices of
houses away beyond all reason and that
is a detriment to the veteran. This
week a subcommittee of the Appropri-
ations Committee is considering a bill in
which housing appears. When that bill
comes to this floor we will prove to you
what title VI has done to the American
veteran.

Mr. MONRONEY. The gentleman is
talking about houses for sale. I am
talking about houses that are built for
rent, large apartments built by non-
veteran contractors for rent to veterans
with a hundred percent Government in-
surance. We now take the ceiling off
and tell them they can charge any price
for rent they want.

Mr. JENSEN. But the gentleman was
talking about title VI.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Oklahoma has again
expired.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, a little while ago some-
thing was said about intellectual hon-
esty. Over the years we have been pay=-
ing subsidies to milk producers, to farm-
ers on many crops. We have been pay-
ing on cotton on meat, on butter—to
others—many others.

Mr., SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOFFMAN. 1 yield.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Tell the House
what the difference is between intellec-
tual honesty and any other kind of
honesty.

Mr. HOFFMAN. And a moment ago
I asked a hypothetical guestion. I want
to ask it again, and it is this: Assuming
that there is a shortage of housing; that
rents are excessive, Just accept those
two statements as facts. There is not
enough housing, and the greedy landlord
in overcharging. Inasmuch as over the
years the Government has subsidized
practically—well, first this group and
then that group here in America, and
spent something like so many billions,
I do not know how many, to subsidize
the people of other countries, the poor
Greeks and the Turks, and a half dozen
other peoples, in fact almost everybody
everywhere in the world, so we have now
this great emergency here in America
where the poor folks, some of whom are
getting twice what they got before for the
same work, still cannot pay the rent
without inconveniencing themselves, we
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‘say we muct give them homes and apart-
ments at a lower rent—accept all that as
true,

Then, my question is this, and I say
again to the chairman of the commit-
tee—being intellectually honest. I am
just returning the compliment—inas-
much as you insist upon giving the ten-
ant cheaper rent or, at least, no higher
rent, are you going to make the man
who owns the home, the veferan, or the
widow—are you going to make that in-
dividual come down on the rent or hold
it down at a figure which is below actual
cost of repairs and taxes? Do you intend
to put the whole burden on the home
owner instead of on the Nation or the
taxpayer? If tenants must be aided, why
do you not pay it out of the United States
Treasury as you do the subsidy to the
milk producer, to the cotton farmer, the
wheat farmer, and the people of Europe,
Asia, and Africa? What particular thing
was in the minds of the committee or
of the Members who support this bill
that induces them to make the home
owner shoulder the whole burden?
What grudge have you, I want to know,
what grudge have you against the man
who owns property?

What grudge have you against the
men and the women who worked and
saved and denied themselves until they
could purchase rentable property? He
pays taxes, he supports the Government,
and in return the Congress makes him
share his property with a class—with
tenants. Now, you come along and say,
“Oh, well, the tenant cannot afford to
pay, so vou must stand the loss and make
good a part of his rent.” Why do you
not be fair about this thing; at least, as
I see it, why do you not be fair about it
and let the Government pay to the ten-
ant whatever is necessary to enable him
to obtain a place io live? Give him a
subsidy, if you must, but do not load it
all on the home owner. Why soak the
individual who has been industrious,
who has been thrifty? What have you
against him?

Now, think that one over tonight, and
if you cannot sleep because of something
you ate, not because of your vote that
you intend to cast which will deprive a
man of a part of his property, but be-
cause you had too much for dinner; if
you cannot sleep, think that one over
and tell me sometime privately—I would
not want you to tell me publicly—what
is the answer to that dquestion—to the
question: Why soak the landlord for the
benefit of the tenant? Why, if tenants
need help, not let the Federal Treasury
absorb the cost? It cannot be because
there are more tenants than landlords,
can it? It cannot be because votes are
needed? That cannot be the answer.
What is the answer?

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I am
puzzled and disturbed by the antics of
many Republicans on this bill. I am
unable to understand why many who
were loud in their cries to get rid of
controls last year are today vigorously
supporting this mongrel bill,
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How so many can change their colors
in a year’s time, especially in view of the
action of the people in the election last
November, is unexplainable. A year ago
when the question of extending rent con-
trol was being considered in this body
most Republicans stood shoulder to
shoulder and fought legislation offered
by the Democrats. We told the people
that the war was over and that we were
going to end all controls and get rid of
the bureaucrats and government by
emergency. The people believed us.
They said they had had enough.

Today some of the same Members who
last year fought continuation of controls
are today supporting this mongrel bill.
A year ago, at the same time, those Mem-
bers on the other side of the aisle de-
manded and voted for continuance of
controls. What happened to them last
November is well known. Many of them
were retired to private life. Now, Mr.
Chairman, just because the Democrats
were crazy a year ago, why would we be
crazy this year?

I have attended many committee meet-
ings since the beginning of the Eightieth
Congress during which extensions of this
and that control have been considered. I
have heard one bureaucrat after another
testify that there are still emergencies
and that controls must be continued. I
am convinced that the testimony I have
heard is a part of the New Deal technique
to defeat the Republicans in 1948. This
is how they are planning. They want the
Republicans to fail in their promises to
remove controls and they want all con-
trols to continue at least until June 30,
1948. Then they themselves will join the
movement to decontrol. They know that
there is certain to be a temporary in-
crease in prices following the removal of
controls, and they want those increases
to prevail just prior to the 1948 election.
Then they can blame the Republicans for
them.

I say, now is the time to take off con-
trols. Prices will then level off in the next
6 months and government by emergency
and fear will be history. Wait until next
year to remove controls and you can hold
the first Republican caucus of the
Eighty-first Congress in a telephone
booth.

That prices will level off is shown in
the meat situation in the United States
today. Since the removal of price con-
trols the price of meat has been steadily
leveling off and meat is becoming more
and more plentiful. Prices are certain to
come down.

Let us defeat this bill before us today
I have never seen a worse piece of legis-
lation. No matter how much you amend
it, it will still be a bad bill. Let us do
away with it. Get rid of those bureau-
crats who have proven they are unable to
use common sense in administration of
controls. Let us give the country back to
the people. Take off rent and building
controls and we will get houses in Amer-
ica. Controls are the reason we have a
housing shortage in the country today.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in 1:'1:v1:u:pst ition to the pro forma amend-
ment.
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Mr. Chairman, I think I should call
attention to the fact that the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Ok-
lahoma would continue rent controls on
newly constructed units, units con-
structed after the effective date of the
act, and those which are made available
through conversion. It also would con-
tinue controls on properties regardless
of whether they had been rented between
February 1, 1945, and February 1, 1947,
In other words, the effect of the adoption
of the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Oklahoma would be to con-
tinue rent control on all units. The pur-
pose of taking rent controls off units com-
pleted after the effective date of the act
is really the meat of this title. We seek
by taking these controls off to encourage
production, and through production,
which we think will result from the re-
moval of these controls, we hope to get
enough rental units so that it will be safe
to take controls off all units even before
the expiration date of this act.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Oklahoma [Mr. MoNRONEY].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I desire at this time
to propound an inguiry to the chairman
of the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Worcorrl. Did I understand you
to say a while ago that if the motion
of the gentleman from Mississippi to
strike out the enacting clause carried,
that the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency would not reconvene and pass
title I which frees practically all build-
ing materials from control?

Mr. WOLCOTT. I do not remember
saying anything like that. The gentle-
man from Mississippi said that we
should reconvene and do that, but I did
not say whether we would or not. I
do not recall that.

We are considering the bill in Com-
mittee of the Whole and that is past.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. 1 just wanted
to make sure that the gentleman did
not intend to say what certainly some
of us understood him to imply.

Mr. WOLCOTT. We have not reached
that point because the House did not
adopt the motion,

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the pro forma
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I wish, if I may, to ask
a question of the chairman of the com-
mittee, but first I would like to make this
statement.

I recognize the force of much of what
I have heard here on the floor this after-
noon. I, too, have learned that many old
people and others in my community who
have spent their lives getting a little
property accumulated now depend upon
rentals of such property for a living and
they feel they have been unduly hurt be-
cause of the situation existing under
present rent control. We all know how
all costs have gone up to the hurt of
landlords. I further understand that
some rents have been reduced in the
last few months to create additional ele~
ments of hardship for them.
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I would like to ask the chairman of the
committee, or someone on the commit-
tee, what the provisions are in existing
law relative to adjustment of inequities,
or what provision is in this bill that
would take care of hardship cases.
Would the gentleman answer both ques-
tions, please.

Mr. WOLCOTT. On page 13, line 18,
we provide that whoever is designated as
the administrative officer shall make such
adjustments in such maximum rents as
may be necessary to correct inequities.

Mr. WORLEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURDOCEK. Yes; if the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. Worcorr] has
finished his answer.

Mr. WORLEY. The very fact that you
changed the word “may” to “shall” is an
admission that the OPA has not worked
fairly and equitably, is it not?

Mr. WOLCOTT. If you want me to
admit it, I surely shall.

Mr. MURDOCEK. Do I understand
then from the colloguy that has just
taken place that injustices have occurred
and that there have been hardship cases
that have not been remedied under
existing law but that this bill would pro-
vide for a remedy? Is that what I am
to understand?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Ithink that isa very
strong declaration that it is the intent
of the Congress that any inequities shall
be corrected and that the administrator
will not be doing his duty as we intend
it to be done if he does not correct in-
equities. The question was asked me
the other day as to what might consti-
tute an inequity. I am going to state my
own opinion on that. I am not speaking
for the committee because the committee
does not attempt to define “inequities.”

My own thought is that if the land-
lord is not receiving rent which covers
the cost of maintenance, plus a reason-
able return on his investment, an inequity
exists which should be corrected.

Mr. MURDOCK. 1 thank the gentle-
man. I recognize that the landlords as
a class have necessarily suffered under
existing law and I want them to suffer as
little as possible in the general welfare.
I do not want to remove all controls and
thus create chaos and terrible suffering
occasioned by all of these hundreds of
thousands of evictions which I am sure
would follow. Such a condition, I be-
lieve, would not only cause suffering but
would probably cause disorder.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURDOCEK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I think this may
give us some light on it. Let us take
this language which the chairman has
just read to us. Go to your own fown
and select a certain block where there
are four or five houses being rented.
That block constitutes a rental area.
One of your friends has a home on one
corner of the block which is rented. I
own a house on another corner of the
block. Yours may be a 6-room house,
well finished, well painted; mine is a 6=«
room house, run down. I will wager
dollars to doughnuts you could not get
an adjustment from the standpoint of
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an inequity, because it would be claimed
that my house was worth just as much
as yours, and if you wanteu an increase
in rent I do not think you could get it
under this language.

Mr. MURDOCEK. Ihave a feeling that
most of the inequity and injustice caused
by the operation of the necessary rent
control law for the past few critical
years has grown out of lack of adequate
adjustments in inequities and hardship
cases.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. MURDOCK],
has expired.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I
move fo strike out the last four words,
and I ask unanimous consent to proceed
for two additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, will the gen-
tleman yield to me for the purpose of
propounding a unanimous-consent re-
quest?

Mr. DONDERO. 1 could not resist
yielding to my genial friend.

Mr. WOLCOT1 Iask unanimous con-
sent that all debate on this section and
all amendments thereto close in 7 min-
utes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. WoLcoTT]?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. DoNDERO]?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. DoNpERO] is recog-
nized for 7 minutes.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, a
little while ago I listened with interest,
and satisfaction, to the statement made
by my able friend the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. Boges] that he proposed
to offer an amendment allowing an in-
crease in rents of 10 percent, straight
across the board. I have an amendment
on the desk for a 10-percent increase
to small property owners of 10 units or
less, exclusive of janitor or manager
space. Perhaps I am too modest. If
that amendment is defeated, I will vote
for the amendment which will be offered
by the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
Boees]l for a 10-percent increase,
straight across the board.

The committee that brought this bill
to the House has pleaded guilty that this
bill is inequitable and unjust, and they
did it by indirection. First, they say that
for 1947 small property owners shall
have no increase in rent, but for 1948,
next year, they are entitled to an in-
crease of 15 percent under the provisions
of this hill.

The second way in which they plead
guilty to the fact that this bill is in-
equitable and unjust is that if anybody
builds a house in 1947, he can have $60
a month for a five-room house, while
his neighbor, with the same space ex-
actly and the same modern conveni-
ences, now under rent contro' and get-
ting $30 a month, can have no increase.
tl«ll_lovg?can you justify such a situation as

a
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Somebody has expressed a great fear
that if rent control is terminated we
would have many evictions in this coun-
try. There would not be many evictions
if a fair and just rent was established
between the property owner and the
tenant.

One thing more. What would a 10-
percent increase amount to on $30 a
month rent? It amounts to $3 per
month. It would not absorb the increase
in taxes alone. Taxes have increased
nearly 40 percent since rent control was
established. How can anyone reconcile
the present rent level of 1941 when no-
body denies that the maintenance of
property has increased between 70 and
80 percent since rent control was estab-
lished?

Mr. WOLCOTT. The ventleman does
not believe that real-estate taxes have
increased 40 percent, does he?

Mr. DONDERO. Very nearly that.

Mr. WOLCOTT. I mean real-estate
taxes.

Mr. DONDERO. Nearly that much. I
have tax receipts presented to me from
some areas showing that the increase
has bheen nearly that much.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DONDERO. I yield.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. If the gen-
tleman desires to help that class of peo-
ple which has been discriminated against
in this bill, it is entirely correct that this
bill does not give any relief to that class
of people. That class of people under
present law has received an upward in-
crease of only three-hundredths of 1 per-
cent—3,670 out of 16 00C.000 renters.

Mr DONDERO. And there are more
than 15,000,000 peopl~ in that class.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Now they
say they want an amendment in there,
they want the word “shall” substituted
for the word “may.” The word “shall”
is no stronger than the word “may” in
the hands of an unsympathetic admin-
istrator. The word “shall” does not give
relief to the class of people under con-
sideration.

Mr. DONDERO. That would not give-
relief if we depend upon the adminis-
tration of this act for relief of the small- "
property owners, because they will get
none.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired;
all time on this section has expired.

The Clerk read as follows:

TERMINATION OF RENT CONTROL UNDER

EMERGENCY PRICE CONTROL ACT OF 1942

SEC. 203. After the effective date of this
title, no maximum rents shall be established
or maintained under the authority of the
Emergency Price Control Act of 1942, as
amended, with respect to any housing
accommodations.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I have a very high
regard for the chairman of our com-
mittee. He is capable, he is industrious,
and he is sincere, but I think in this
particular instance the ‘mountain has
labored and brought forth a mouse.

I voted with reservations and misgiv-
ings and some regret to report this bill.
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I voted for it because of the alterna-
tives: Either rent control would be dis-
continued on June 30 or we would have
this bill which would continue it to
March 31, 1948, I am not one of those
who believes that we can do away with
rent control at the present time.

I believe there is an emergency, and
the courts place a high regard on the
findings of fact in a legislative body and
will not go behind them. We have said
there is an emergency in this case, and
there is. Ten million men have been
away. We have had to figh a war. All
of our energy and our industry was used
in fighting that war and homes were not
built. Now these men are coming home.
This is the biggest question that can
present itself to the American people.
“House” does not mean shelter. It
means a home; it means comfort and
the satisfaction of our citizens. That is
the greatest force against subversive ac-
tivities, because none of them are born
in the home. It is the very pillar of our
Republic and when the American people
have not sufficient homes you weaken
the very structure of our Government,
It is a great question.

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe this
bill will do what it proposes to do. You
do not like regimentation, you do not
like control, but the profit system is al-
most as strong as the desire for self-
preservation. Men are going to build
things from which they think they will
realize the greatest profit. The home
is not always the most profitable invest-
ment. It is a stable investment and a
good investment, but men, particularly
in these times when there is plenty of
money and great opportunity, will chan-
nel their materials into other fields and
they will not build homes. That, it
seems to me, is obvious.

How can you make under our free in-
stitutions & man build any kind of a
structure that he does not desire to
build? The only way is by the alloca-
tion and priority of materials and in
consideration of those materials he
promises to build a certain character of
structure. That is out of this bill
Allocations and priorities are gone.
You may say that is regimentation.
Well, maybe it is, but it is temporary
regimentation for a very meritorious
purpose.

Then we come to the question of con-
trolling rents. It has been demon-
strated that a weak price-control bill is
worse than no price-control bill at all
and a weak rent-control bill will be worse
than no rent-control bill. If you are
going to control prices on rents you must
control them adequately and entirely.
This bill does not do that.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kentucky has expired.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanrimous consent that the gentleman
may be alowed to proceed for five addi-
tional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, the
committee adopted a straight across the
board increase of rents of 10 percent.
Then after long deliberation it revoked
that decision and in lieu of that was
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placed the amendment that gives the
landlord, if he can persuade the tenant
to agree to it, after the effective date of
this act and before March 31 a 15 per-
ceni increase in a lease that will expire
on or after December 31, 1948. I agree
that many landlords are entitled to an
increase. It is not a one-way street. I
agree there is nothing so fine as justice
to be done to the rich and the poor, the
weak and the strong. But what is that
amendment going to do? The hard land-
lord is going to say to his tenant: “I
want you to agree to an increase of 15
percent. If you do not agree to it, very
shortly these controls will be off rents
and I am going to give you all the traffic
will bear.” What is the tenant going to
do? The tenant will say: “Why, of
course, I will do that.” If the tenant
does not say that, it is going to create a
strained relationship between the land-
lord and tenant.

Then, as I read the bill, if that first
lease expires or is forfeited, the landlord
can make any increase he pleases. Now,
you cannot shut your eyes to the fact
that there is a lack of housing in Ameri-
ca, everybody knows it, and when there
is that condition a landlord who has no
regard for his tenant can impose what
conditions he may see fit upon the ten-
ant. But, the good landlord will not do
that. So, this is not a bill having to do
just between landlord and tenant or to
take care of the hardship cases and to
help the hardship cases. Many landlords
are fine people, but there are some men
who get the tenants in their toils in that
respect anc just give him all they can.
ghoae are some of the things that this act

0es.

Another thing, instead of taking the
responsibility ourselves we pass the buck
to our great hard-working and over-
burdened President and tell him to de-
cide whether or not it should continue
after December 31. That is a legislative
function and that is a legislative duty
that is our responsibility, and I do not
think that ought to be in the bill. I
think we ought to decide when these
controls should cease. I do not think
there is any doubt that the same condi-
tions that exist now will exist on March
31, and I am not so much enamored of
statistics. I know the conditions that
exist. You know the conditions that
exist. There is a shortage of housing in
America, and every man who has had
an opportunity to observe conditions
knows that. I do not care what these
statistics show or that there may here
and there be an increase of housing over
the demand. Wherever there is, the
controls may be taken off even under this
bill. But where those conditions exist
these controls ought to continue until
normal conditions somewhat return, not
only for the benefit of the veteran. The
veteran is not a segregated class of the
American citizens., The veteran has not
an interest different from the rest of the
people of America. Prosperity and hap-
piness are shared by all the people and
we should be interested in the welfare
of all the people, including the veterans.
I think that we ought to consider this
thing. :

I am going to vote to recommit this
bill in the hope that a bill may come out
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of the committee that will serve the pur-
pose we desire to achieve. The proper
solution of the housing problem is not
only of the greatest importance to our
people now, but to future generations.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Ksaming: On
page 13, line 2, after line 2 and before line
3, insert:

“On the termination of rent control all
records and other data used or held in con-
nection with the establishment and main-
tenance of maximum rents by the depart-
ment or agency designated pursuant to sec-
tion 204 (a) and all predecessor agencies
shall, on request, be delivered without reim-
bursement to the proper officials or any State
or local subdivision of government that may
be charged with the duty of administering a
rent-control program in any State or local
subdivision of government to which such
records and data may be applicable.”

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FEATING. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Speaking only for
myself, may I say to the gentleman that
as far as I am concerned there is no ob-
jection to the gentleman’s amendment
if I understand it correctly, that the rec-
ords are turned over to a State upon
request of the State, upon the termina-
tion of the Pederal rent control.

Mr. EEATING. That is right, in
those States which still have a rent-
control program®; This amendment is
offered for a twofold purpose: First, in
order to have the records covering all
properties in their State in the hands of
those who may need them for adminis-
trative purposes if rent control should
continue in a particular State; and also
to serve another purpose. If these rec-
ords are in the hands of the States, it
may prevent the Office of Temporary
Control or some other agency from
coming in and asking us for a couple of
million dollars to write a history of what
they have been doing. If they do not
have the records they cannot engage in
that boondoggling operation at the tax-
payers’ expense. ¢ .

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. DONDERO. Will the gentleman
give the House the number of States
that have rent control?

Mr. KEATING. I am not able to do
that. I know that my State has, and
Minnesota, but I am not familiar with

" all of them.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. KeEaTiNG],

The amendment was agreed to,

The Clerk read as follows:

RENT CONTROL UNDER THIS TITLE

BEc. 204. (a) The President shall designate
the head of a department or agency of the
Government, other than the Office of Price
Administration or any other temporary
agency, to administer the powers, functions,
and duties under this title.

(b) During the period beginning on the
effective date of this title and ending on the
date this title ceases to be in effect, no person
shall demand, accept, or receive any rent for
the use or occupancy of any controlled hous-
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ing accommodations greater than the maxi-
mum rent established under the authority of
the Emergency Price Control Act of 1942, as
amended, and in effect with respect thereto
on the date this title takes effect: Provided,
however, That the head of the department
or agency designated pursuant to subsection
(a) ehall, by regu.ation or order, make such
adjustments in such maximum rents as may
be necessary to correct inequities or to
further carry out the purposes and provisions
of this title: And provided further, That in
any case in which a tenant and landilord,
prior to March 31, 1948, enter into a valid
written lease in good faith with respect to
any housing accommodations for which a
maximum rent is in effect under this section
and such lease takes effect after the effective
date of this title and expires on or after
December 31, 1948, and if a true and duly
executed copy of such lease Is filed, within
15 days after the date of execution of such
lease, with the head of the department or
agency designated pursuant to section 204
(a), the maximum rent for such houzing ac-
commodations shall be, as of the date such
lease takes effect, that which is mutually
agreed hetween the tenant and landlord in
such lease if it does not represent an increase
of more than 15 percent over the maximum
rent which would othervise apply under
this section; and such maximum rent shall
not thereafter be subject to modification by
any regulation or order issued under the pro-
visions of this title. No housing accommo-
dations for which a maximum reut ‘s estab-
lished by a lease pursuant to the provisions
of this proviso shall be subject. on or after
the date such lease takes effect, to any max-
imum rent established or maintained under
other provisions of this section.

(¢) The head of the department or agency
designated pursuant to subsection (a) is here-
by authorized and directed to remove any
or all maximum rents before this title ceazes
to be in effect, in any defense-rental area if
in his judgment the need for continuing
maximum rents in such area is no longer re-
quired due to sufficlent construction of new
housing accommodations or when the de-
mand for rental housing accommodations
has been otherwise reasonably met.

(d) The head of the department or agency
designated pursuant to subsection (a) is au-
thorized to issue such regulations and or-
ders, consistent with the provisions of this
title, as he may deem necessary to carry ocut
the provisions of this section.

(e) On or before December 15, 1947, the
President shall make a determination, and
shall declare by Proclamation, whether the
controls authorized under this title should
or should not be continued beyond Decem-
ber 31, 1847. Buch determination, together
with the current facts and reasons for such
determination, shall be certified to the Con-
gress and copies thereof filed with the Secre-
tary of the Senate and the Clerk of the House,
If the President détermines that the controls
authorized under this title should not be con-
tinued then such controls shall cease to be
in effect on Dzcember 31, 1947 If the Presi-
dent determines, and by Proclamation de-
clares, that the controls authorized under
this title should be continued beyond De-
cember 31, 1847, in order to carry out the
policy declared in section 201, then the provi-
sions of this title shall cease to be in effect
on March 31, 1848,

Mr. DONDERO (interrupting the read-
ing of the bill). Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the further
reading of section 204 be dispensed with
and that the section be open to amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.
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Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FLETCHER: On
page 13, line 23, strike out “prior to March
81, 1848.” and insert In the lleu thereof “on
or before December 31, 1947,"”; and on page
15, line B, after “(e)" strike out the remain-
der of the subsection and insert in lieu
thereof, “The provisions of this title shall
cease to be in effect on December 31, 1847."”

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, as a
member of the committee, I am con-
vinced that the only final and completely
fair way to end rent control is to termi-
nate it as soon as practicable. I have
listened to the comments of the other
members of the committee with a great
deal of interest. I do not want to ques-
tion their integrity but I do want to say
that there were many, many instances
where men appeared before our commit-
tee and gave testimony to the effect that
rent control could very properly be ended
right now. I refer to Mr. Carr, of the
National Association of Home Builders,
Arthur Binns, of the National Home and
Property Owners Foundation; George
West, of the United States Chamber of
Commerce; Herbert Nelson, of the Na-
tional Realty Board; and a great many
others that I can recall.

Of course, there is a shortage in. hous-
ing, everyone will agree to that, but I do
say there is not a national emergency.
I have voted for all of these amendments
which have been offered which would

terminate rent control on June 30, and _

I shall continue to vote that way.

However, I can see there is a very defi-
nite cleavage here. There are some who
feel that would be too abrupt. I am in-
clined to think that possibly there is
some wisdom to a short period before
which rent control should be terminated.
I feel also there are certain provisions
in this bill which will give an orderly
termination. I refer to an amendment
which I had the privilege of offering in
committee which makes it possible by
voluntary agreement between tenant and
landlord that the two parties can agree
to a lease which will carry through De-
cember 31, 1948, and the lease will be
binding on an increase of rents not to
exceed 15 percent.

I believe the indications are that a
great many tenants and landlords will
get together and voluntarily to all in-
tents and purposes decontrol a great
many units and that by December 31,
1947, we will have a problem which will
be quite simple and there will not be this
great clamor for extended controls at
that time.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FLETCHER. I am very happy to
yield.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Inother words, the
amendment which the gentleman offers
leaves the responsibility entirely in the
Congress and we say in this bill that rent
controls shall positively end on Decem-
ber 31, 1947. -

Mr. FLETCHER. That is correct.

Mr. CRAWFORD. And there will be
stricken from the bill the language
which, as it has been expressed, in pass-
ing the buck to the President and lets

Chairman,
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the President determine whether or not
rent control shall run from December 31,
1947, to March 31, 1948. g

Mr. FLETCHER. The gentleman is
absolutely correct.

Mr. CRAWFORD. The - gentleman
puts it squarely up to the Congress and
the people by his amendment.

Mr. FLETCHER. The gentleman from
Michigan is correct.

Mr. Chairman, this bil’ ends rent con-
trol on December 31, 1947, with only one
proviso, and that is the big proviso. I
want to call your attention to it if you
have not already come upon it. It says
where the President by proclamation
filed with the House and Senate shows
that there is an affirmative need for the
extension of rent control, rent control
may be extended to March 31, 1948.

Gentlemen, I am unalterably opposed
to this Congress giving legislative powers
to the President. I feel we must stop
passing the buck. We should face this
issue squarely. It has been shown that
it is not a partisan matter. A great many
of my friends on the Democratic side of
the aisle are ready to vote for the final
termination of rent control, but they do
feel that possibly June 30 is a little
abrupt. Why give the President an op-
portunity to extend rent control if you
want to see it end? You and I know that
as of December 31, 1947, there will be an
extension of rent control under the plan
which we now have in the bill.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr. OWENS. Mr, Chairman, T ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
may be permitted to proceed for three
additional minutes.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object. and I shall
not object, I merely want to point out to
the Committee that we want to get along
with this bill. T understand we are going
to finish the bill tonight. Of course, I
do not object to the gentleman proceed-
ing for three additional minutes, but I
think we should have in mind that if we

"‘are going to finish tonight we will not

be able to take longer than the time pro-
vided under the rules of the House, and
that hereafter objection should be made
to any extension of time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 yield.

Mr. SPENCE As I understand the
gentleman’s amendment, it takes away
from the President the discretion of con-
tinuing rent control. I am heartily in
favor of that.

Mr. FLETCHER. I thank the gentle-
man very much.

Mr. SPENCE. I do not think we ought
to pass the Fuck or pass the legislative
responsibility to the President. I think
we ought to assume that responsibility,
and I shall vote for the amendment.

Mr. FLETCHER. I thank the gentle-
man. It will only become a political
football in the 1948 elections. I have
a feeling that this Congress has to stand
up and be counted and stop passing the
buck. I think we have got to have the



4406

courage fo set free the property owners
of this country. Even if you are against
this bill, I say if you want June 30 as
the date and you propose to vote against
the bill, I believe by all means that in
the perfeation of the bill we should pass
the amendment which will definitely end
and terminate rent control as of Decem-
ber 31, 1947.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. FLETCH-
ER] has expired.

Mr., WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
understand the Senate is sending over a
message on the deflciency bill, and for
that reason I move that the Committee
do now rise. I think I should inform
the Members that the Committee will
resume its sitting immediately after the
message is received.

lsI move that the Committee do now
rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. JENKINS of Ohio, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill, H. R. 32063, had come to no
resolution thereon.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate agrees to the report of the
commitiee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 2849) entitled “An act making ap-
propriations to supply deficiencies in cer-
tain appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1947, and for other
purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on th: disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H, R.
2157) entitled “An act to define and limit
the jurisdiction of the courts, to regulate
actions arising under certain laws of the
United States, and for other purposes.”

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.2849. An act making appropriations
it~ supply deficiencies in certain appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947,
and for other purposes.

HOUSING AND RENT CONTROLS

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 3203.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H. R. 3203, with
Mr, JENkINs of Ohio in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I
‘oﬂer an amendment fo the amendment
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offered by the gentleman from California
[Mr. FLETCHER],

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MONRONEY to
the amendment offered by Mr. FLETCHER:
Strike out “December 31, 1947, and insert
“March 31, 1848.”

Mr., MONRONEY. Mi. Chairman, I
will take only a minute. I agree with
the gentleman from California [Mr.
FrercHER] against the delegation of au-
thority to the President, on his finding
alone, to continue rent control.

I think the Republican Party is on
solid ground against the designation of
this legislative authority to the President
in this case. But I want to call attention
to the fact that you are going t» take
grave chances by discontinuing rent con-
trol abruptly on December 31 while the
Conrress is not in session and can do
nothing sbout continuing it, even though
they might find need for its continuance.
My amendment merely tries to give us
enough time after we return to, resurvey
the sitnation so that action can be taken
by Congress, if needed. But to discon-
tinue it on the 31st of December, when
the Congress is not here—the Congress
will not return until the 6th of Janu-
ary—and rent control has been dead for
6 or 7 days, you will create a chaotic
situativn. So I think at this time we
should try to avoid that.

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. RIZLEY. Of course, I agree with
the gentleman to this extent—that the
Congress should not be passing legisla-
tion back to the President of the United
States, but the Congress wiil bc in ses-
sion on June 30 of this year.

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes; it will. That
is true.

Mr. RIZLEY. Then, why not let this
bill go along until June 30 and see what
happens?

Mr. MONRONEY. I may say to my
friend that our past policy of waiting on
price control last year until June 30 gave
us the highest level of consumer’s prices
in history. -

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, it is quite odd that
when the Clerk was reading the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia I thought it was my amendment
because it was the same, word for word.
I therefore think it is a very important
amendment. The reason I believe it is
important is because I represent the
largest district in the United States, with
over a million people. There are more
tenants in that district than in any other
district in the United States, and I be-
lieve I can speak for a district which hasa
large number of renters. In other words,
if there is any head being put on the po-
litical block I am placing mine on it right
now because I truly believe that if I have
to return to Congress because of an in-
Jjustice to any segment of our population
I would rather stay home, for I would
not be at ease here at any time during
the remainder of my term in Congress.
When, however, my constituents write
me—and they write by the thousands, I
say by the thousands—concerning this
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matter, so much so that I virtually had to
have a form letter printed, thousands of
them, I reply promptly giving them my
opinion. I sign each letter but in those
letters I tell them that I believe that
Congress, which was responsible for the
condition which now exists, should give
the people a reasonable time in which to
release themselves from that position,
and a reasonable time, of course, would
not be 1 month and could.not be 2
months; but I tell them that I believe that
if we put an end to controls by not later
than the end of the year the various
States would have an ample opportunity
to pass laws to take care of their local
situations; and giving them that much
advance notice we could not have any-
one saying we turned any tenants out in
the middle of winter. I would not be in
accord with such action. From now un-
til the end of the year every State ought
to be able to take care of its local prob-
lems, I therefore believe that is the time
we should fix as our limit.

With respect to the matter of the Pres-
ident, I believe, Mr. Chairman, that
those who believe they are doing some-
thing clever politically may be in the
same position Goliath was when he went
out to meet David. I do not believe I
need tell you what happened, but you
may find that Goliath is going to meet
a David again when you try to place that
responsibility on the shoulders of the
Presizient. I ihink it is entirely wrong
and I do not believe you should do that.
I believe you should place the limit at
December 31 and leave it there, without
trying to shift your responsibility on the
theory that Congress will not be in
session.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. OWENS. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. At the risk of meet-
ing the gentleman’s Goliath, may I ask
the gentleman if he does not feel that
the factual situation in November or
December of this year may be such that
it would cause less hardship to end
these controls at the end of March than
at the end of December in the middle of
winter?

Mr. OWENS. You are a part of the
Goliath of which I spoke. I believe I
have just answered your question by
saying that the various States will have
sufficient fime to adjust their local situ-
ations. We are the Congress and we
should act like a Congress, and stop dele-
gating our legislation prerogatives to
others.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has expired.

Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the pro
forma amendment.

Mr, Chairman, the section under con-
sideration is 204 (a). It reads:

The President shall designate the head of a
department or agency of Government other
than the Office of Price Administration or
any other temporary agency.

Mr. Chairman, I submit that it is in
evidence on all sides, it seems to be uni-
versally admitted, that the OPA, which
had control of rent ceilings, was a co-
lossal blunder and a maladministration
from start to finish, I do not believe
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there was any more obnoxious, unpopular
bureau among all our many bad Federal
bureaus, and yet Mrs. Roosevelt on April
30, 1946, in her syndicated column en-
titled “My Day” said:

It has been a long fight to place the econ-
omy of our country in the hands of the
Government.

She censured all Members of Congress
for criticizing Mr. Bowles, then Stabili-
zation Director, and Mr. Porter, then
OPA Administrator. She said that un-
less the people would come to the rescue
of those bureaucrats the bureaucrats
were likely to be defeated by the Repre-
sentatives of the people in Congress.

Mr, Chairman, we have heard much
said about changing this to another bu-
reau or another administrator, In other
words, just take the group because they
are trained in this Gestapo method of
administration and put them under some
other head. A rose smells just as sweet
by whatever name it is called.

I want to suggest to you that everyone
admits the administration has been bad,
yet all the indications are that we shall
have the same group in control, that is,
at our level, maybe not at the President’s
level. We have no confidence in the pres-
ent group of personnel and the transfer
will not help the situation.

The present law and this act is unfair,
confiscatory, discriminatory, and is not
in any sense an American approach to
the pioblem.

We have no complaints, if you will no-
tize, from towns and cities where they
do not have rent control in force.
Somebody said, “Well, that is because
there is no congestion there.” Think for
yourselves. There is not a town or a
city in the country to speak of where
there is no rent control but what the
occupancy is at a higher level and at a
higher percentage than it is where you do
have rent control. We do not have it
on the farms and we do not have it in
commercial buildings, and in industrial
sections.

As the father of four sons and one
son-in-law, all veterans of World War
II, I think I know how the veteran feels.

I want to call your attention further
to the fact that I have made a canvass of
the veterans of World War II. T polled
the adjutants and the commanders and
the service officers of every post of the
Veterans of Foreign Wars and the Ameri-
can Legion in my district, and they are
against this. As an example of the views
of many veterans of my district I quote
the following letter which I just received
from Mr. George J. Overmyer, com-
mander of the Veterans of Foreign Wars
of Tulsa Post, No. 577:

OvERMYER-PERRAM GLass Co.,
Tulsa, Okla., April 28, 1947.
Hon, GEORGE SCHWABE,
United States House Office Building,
Washington, D. C =

Dear Me. ScHwaBE: W .y Is it that one
class of clifizen is singled out for one of
the worst cases of injustice and discrimina-
tion ever to be visited upon any group of
citizens of any nation, including totalitarian
ones,

I am referring to the continued imposi«
tion of rent oontr_ol on a certain class only;
and within a certain class, too. This rent
control is the most vicious discrimination
ever perpetrated. Only a portion of land-
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lords are sublect to rent control. Those
whose money s invested in office buildings
or commercial buildings (mostly big capital-
ists or insurance companies by the way),
have no restrictions whatever upon their
rental property. Other landlords whose

residential rental property lies outside cer-'

tain areas also have no restrictions what-
ever upon their property.

How do .those advocates of rent control
figure this can be constitutional when it is
80 flagrantly discriminatory, not only be-
tween landlords and other classes of citizens,
but discriminatory as between different
classes of landlords themselves? To say it
is constitutional is rank hypocrisy. It denies
that fundamental right of any American—
“equal justice under law.”

I notice that the House and Senate com-
mittees have both refused to permit or rec-
ommend a blanket raise in rents despite the
fact that the second round of wage increases
is now underway; and despite the fact Con-
gress has seen fit to raise the salaries of
Congressmen themselves. Every landlord
under rent control has taken a big reduc-
tion in his rental income because the rent
dollar he is now getting is worth only about
70 cents or less as compared with the dollar
at the time he rented his property. Not
only that but the situation is worsened
because the cost of hiring plumbers is now
almost twice what it was when he rented
the property, also plasterers, and capenters,
and painters. Other maintenance costs have
gone up 60 percent,

Those whose life's savings is in residential
property in rent contrul areas are getting
the rawest deal ever handed out by any leg-
islative body of any nation. The war is over,
s0 why doesn't Congress please let up on
those who sacrificed all during the war
financially as compared with other groups,
except servicemen? Now our tenants thumb
their noses at us when we ask for possession
of our property in order to place it in decent
condition after their misuse; to try to sell
it in order to put the sorely needed funds
into a new business. I'm sure you will vote
against extension of rent control because I
know your aversion of these Government
controls; therefore, I hope you will persuade
others to vote against its extension.

Yours very truly,
GEORGE J. OVERMYER.

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the
gentleman from Oklahoma has expired.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the pending amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I do not know as we
should be so greatly concerned about
whether the President does or does not
continue rent controls by Executive
order beyond December 31. You are
delegating to him the authority to ter=
minate rent controls at any time he sees
fit by Executive order. Now, we are just
meeting a situation which might develop
in the dead of next winter. He must
make an affirmative finding if he con-
tinues rent controls, and must find the
necessity for doing so. He must find,
make a determination, and issue a proc=
lamation which must be filed with the
Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk
of the House of Representatives giving
his reason for finding that it is necessary
for rent controls to be continued.

Now, you do not give him carte blanche
authority to continue rent controls for
an indefinite period of time. We put a
limitation on here March 31, 1948. Why
do we do that? Is the Congress going
to be in session on December 31, 1947?
I do not think we will be in sescion on
December 31, 1947, I do have in mind
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that on December 31 of almost every year
it gets mighty cold up here in the North,
and people do not like to sit out on side-
walks because they have been evicted
from their property. The Congress will
not be in session to prevent that condi-
tion, and I do not want to take the re-
sponsibility for even one mother and a
little baby sitting out on a snow bank
after the 1st of January because nobody
in the Government was given authority
to adjust the situation which made it
possible. Do you want to take the re-
sponsibility for that?

Now, if you want to do the job other-
wise, if you have any qualms of conscience
about giving the President authority to
continue these controls for a matter of
90 days, then you should vote to con-

"tinue controls until March 31, 1948,

From the remarks made here by some
Members you would think we were setting
up a permanent agency for the perma-
nent control of rents, but have in mind
that this is just a temporary arrange-
ment. If it has been other than tempo-
rary since 1942, it is because this Congress
acted in the matter, and we can act again
in the matter in any way we see fit.
They say that we have no assurance that
the controls will come off on March 31,
1948. Of course, we have no assurance
that any of us are going to be here, but
we do have assurance that if we are here
under the rules of this House we can act
to continue them or not just as we please.
So, all of this talk about whether we have
any assurance or not, whether controls
are going to be continued, depends on
the action which we ourselves take next
year.

Now, I think in the interest of the pub-
lic welfare we should either continue
these controls until March 31 next year
or we should give the President the au-
thority to continue them on a finding of
fact that it is necessary beyond December
31. That is the only sensible, humane
way to act, and I think both of the
amendments should be defeated and the
bill left as it is as a happy compromise
of a very difficult situation.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be again read.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

The Clerk again read the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute offered by the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. MoNrONEY ] for the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from California [Mr. FLETCHER].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. GWINN of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Bubstitute amendment gffered by the gen-
tleman from New York, Mr. GwinNN, to the
amendment offered by the gentleman from
California, Mr. FLETCHER: Page 15, line 8,
strike out line 8 and all down to and includ-
ing line 22 and insert in lieu thereof the

words “The controls authorized under this
title shall expire October 1, 1847."

Mr, GWINN of New York. , Mr. Chair-
man, we are not going to cure this short-

age of space until we begin to move. Our
economy requires mobility. We have not
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moved for 5 years. The people of this
country now are just as anxious to move
into other houses that are already built
as they were to get rid of OPA in April
last year. We Republicans did not take
the lead then. We left it to the Presi-
dent, and he took the credit. We have
a diamond-studded horseshoe here. The
people want to move, not into new houses
which they cannot build with the labor-
istic monopoly, but into some of the
38,000,000 houses we now have.

The people know that there are 800,000
houses surplus now lived in by one per-
son. They know that the wife has died
or the husband has died, and the sur-
vivor lives on there. Why? He cannot
move. The people know, or should know,
that we have 10,000,000 houses or living
units that are occupied by two persons.
That is a surplus of nearly 2,000,000
houses occupied by two persons. This
means that the husband and wife, with
the children gone to school or married,
continue to live in their old houses. So
we have a total of 2,800,000 old units
available for those in need if we could
only move. But we cannot move. The
low-income group, the veterans, the
young growing families could move into
some of these old one- and two-tenant
houses. These old tenants will normally
move into rented rooms or smaller space.
That is how freedom cures our ills. Con-
trol worsens every situation.

October 1 is the moving date for most
people. We have new jobs but we can-
not move. We have new employment in
other places but we cannot move from
where we are.

The other evil thing that is upon us is
the cry from the people, especially the
low-income group, saying, “Oh, god-
state, you are managing our houses but
we cannot move. Then, godstate, build
us new houses.” Build new houses, with
the laboristic prices that are so high that
half the families cannot even contem-
plate building new houses? Even if we
have this rent control eliminated as of
March 31 we cannot look to new houses
for relief. We must look to the adjust-
ments in the spaces we have.

Finally, while it is true that we have
a shortage of houses, we have an in-
crease per person of 9 percent in the
rooms that we have. Instead of having
1.45 rooms per person, as we had in 1940,
we now have 1.58 rooms per person. Let
us make people free to adjust the space
we have to their needs as a free economy
alone can provide. We will move into
the places we have as we move into old
automobiles, waiting for the prices of
the new ones to come down so we can
buy them. Let us have the courage of
our faith in freedom. The people want
it. They are in rebellion against petty
Government compulsions.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto do now close.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute amendment offered by the
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gentleman from New York [Mr. Gwinn]
to the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from California [Mr. FLETCHER].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. GwiNN of New
York) there were—ayes 55, noes 114.

So the substitute amendment was re-
jected. ;

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from California [Mr. FLETCHER].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. FLETCHER)
there were—ayes 65, noes 90.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment, which is at the
Clerk's desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BUC:HANAN: On
page 13, line 21, after word “title”, strike
out the remainder of the paragraph down
to and including line 18 on page 14.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, this
section referred to was offered originally
and is included in the bill and has since
been referred to as the hidden clause in
title II which permits a voluntary ar-
rangement, between landlord and tenant
for a 15-percent rent increase. May I
quote from the minority report that once
such a lease is entered into the housing
accommodations covered by the lease are
forever after decontrolled? This provi-
sion has a certain surface plausibility
for it can be argued that tenants will
benefit by exchanging fear of decontrol
after December 31, 1947, or March 31,
1948, with resulting skyrocketing of
rentals, for the certainty that they will
have if they agree to this 15-percent in-
crease in rent.

I think that this section is outright
subterfuge, that it gives to the landlord
a club over the tenant in that if he does
not enter into this agreement, which is
tantamount to a 15-percent across-the-
board increase and that on and after
December 31, 1947, you can vision what
the situation will be so far as the rela-
tionship between landlord and tenant is
concerned. It is either 15 percent now
or any amount after that particular pe-
riod. I think this is outright duress and
coercion and is playing on the fears of
the tenant. I think it should be stricken
out. I ask you to support my amend-

will

‘ment to strike it out.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. I yield.

Mr. PATMAN. May I invite the gen-
tleman’s attention to the fact that on
page 19 and page 20 under “Eviction
of Tenants” you will find that the land-
lord can tell this tenant, “If you do not
sign this lease for a 15-percent in-
crease,”—the terms of the lease are not
set forth here and the landlord will write
the terms of the lease—he can remove
the tenant and take the property for
his own use; he can remove the tenant
and sell the property, or he can remove
him to alter or remodel the building.
He can give any one of these reasons and
he can tell the tenant, “If you do not
give me a 15-percent increase I will have
you removed for one of these purposes.”
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The tenant would not have a chance.
It means a 15-percent increase right
straight across the board.

Mr. BUCHANAN. The gentleman is
exactly correct.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the

gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr,
BucHanaN] has expired.
Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I

ask unanimous consent that all debate
on this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MONRONEY. A parliamentary
inguiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The
will state it.

Mr. MONRONEY. This would not
preclude an amendment to the original
Fletcher amendment? This would mean
that amendments could be offered to the
original language in the bill? 1 mean
the language in the bill which incorpo-
rated the Fletcher amendment. Only
the Buchanan amendment will be af-
fected by the request. Is that correct?

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.

Mr. BRADLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, people from all parts of the
United States come to California. I
cannot say that I blame them, for—with
due apologies to Florida—I believe Cali-
fornia is the very best place in which
to live.

A great many of those who come to
California are people who have sold their
farms or business and have a small
amount of capital. They are older peo-
ple. They put their funds into small
homes for rental or into a four-apart-
ment building—sometimes living in one
unit and using the rents of the other
three for enough income to get along in
simple comfort. They join the former
small property ownerg of the State. All
of them are deserving of every consid-
eration.

The small property landlord in south-
ern California has had and is having a
hard time of it. His every expense has
gone up. His taxes have been increased.

Some of these landlords, even though
they came to California with ample funds
for their old age, are having a very diffi-
cult time to get enough income to keep
their houses habitable and to live.

I have many letters from tenants who
state that they are not paying enough
rent to give their landlords a square deal.
They ask a change of law so as to permit
them to do so.

I want to protect the widow, the pen-
sioner, the so-called little man, and I
recognize the need of rent controls for
some months more, but I do believe that
when tenant and landlord agree on
higher rates—up to 15 percent—they
should be allowed to do so, and I cannot
see how this program will break rent
cantrol in any way. To me, to give some
relief to the little landlord seems only
a8 decent thing to do. .

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr, Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I feel there is probably
no more simple part of this bill, no part
more easily understood, nor more fair
than this particular section., It simply

gentleman
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brings together the tenant and the land-
lord in a voluntary agreement. There
is no compuision. There may be some
remodeling that has to be done, a room
painted. What has happened in the
past? Both the tenant and the land-
lord have been driven apart by rent con-
trol. For the first time we are offering
them the American way of getting to-
gether. There is nothing about this that
is compulsory. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. BucHananN] said it
meant a 15-percent increase. It does
not. I will tell you it is purely a matter
of agreement between the landlord and
the tenant. It may mean no rent in-
crease. I can conceive of a case where
by painting a room or two or redeco-
rating an apartment, the owner could

very possibly get the tenant to sign a

lease until December 31, 1948, at a 15-

percent increase; or it could mean a 5- or

10-percent increase. But that is  the
beautiful part of this amendment.

There is no compulsion at any set per-

centage increase.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 yield.

Mr. JENSEN. Does not the gentle-
man agree that this country has come
tc a pretty pass if we have got to the
place where two good Americans, an
owner and a tenant, are forbidden to get

" together and arrange a mutual agree-
ment which is satisfactory to both?

Mr. FLETCHER. I certainly do.

I would like to say further, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. BUCHANAN]
made the statement that this means the
decontrolling of this property.

1 wish to read at this time a memoran-
dum by assistant counsel, Allen H. Per-
ley, relative to that particular matter,
and read it into the REcorp:

HoUsE OF REPRESENTATIVE,
OFFICE oF THE LEGISLATIV. COUNSEL,
Washington, D. C, May 1, 1947.

Memorandum for Mr, FLETCHER:

In response to your inquiry, regarding my
opinion as to the effect of the last
to section 204 (b) of the bill H. R. 3203, I
do not read it as providing for decontral
of housing accommodations except in the
limited sense that it provides a method by
which, through mutual agreement between
a landlord and tenant, the maximum rent
for particular accommodations may be in-
creased to an amount not more than 15 per-
cent above that which would otherwise apply.

In my opinion the maximum rent fixed by
the lease becomes, for purposes of title II
of the bill, the maximu a rent for the housing
accommodations, and will continue to be the
maximum rent for such accommoadations dur-

" ing the life of rent control, even if there
is a change of tenancy.

Also, as I read the proviso, it does not pre-
vent the prohibition and enforcement pro-
visions of title II from operating in the case
of the particular housing accommodations
where the maximum rent fixed by the lease
is not observed,

AvLen H. PERLEY,
Assistant Counsel.

Mr. BREHM. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 yield.

Mr. BREHM. This may be a minor
point, but I have had letters from 12
tenants who state that they would like
to pay more rent because they realize
that the landlord is not receiving suf-
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ficient money for his property, and ask-
ing that this provision be put in some
control bill.

Mr. FLETCHER. I thank the gentle-
man for that contribution. I have had
dozens and dozens of letters from ten-
ants and landlords after they saw this
proviso stating that they felt it was the
only basis on which they could get
together.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
Buck] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BUCK, Mr. Chairman, I have an
identical amendment at the Clerk’s desk.
I therefore rise in support of the Bu-
chanan amendment.

Mr. Chairman, make no mistake
about it, unless the Buchanan amend-
ment is adopted rentals in the city of
New York and in every other city of
America where a housing shortage exists
will increase by 15 percent within a
month after the President signs this bill.

I, of course, am speaking for the city
of New York which embraces some
8,000,000 pecple and which has the larg-
est concentration of people whc rent
their homes of any ecity in the country.
Due to our land values and to the nature
of our housing it is simply impossible for
housing to catch up with demand before
December 31, 1948. There is serious
housing shortage in the city today. I
had a letter only recently from a man
who spent 2!, years in a Japanese prison
camp, who married following his dis-
charge, whose wife is expecting a baby
in the near future and who has been un-
able to find any housing on Staten Is-
land or in nearby Manhattan despite a
6 months’ search.

To say that this 15-percent increase is
voluntary is a ghastly joke. Where there
are no surplus housing accommodations
available the landlord will say to the
tenant: “I want you to sign this lease or
else”; and the tenant, unwilling to face
the certainty of ouster by December 31,
1948, will take pen in hand and sign the
lease with the 15-percent increase.
Thereby inflation is served.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCK. I prefer to continue my
statement.

Some say that this provision in the
bill is & cushion against still greater rent
rises with the expiration of rent control.
I say that the means by which that
should be met would be for the States
to enact rent-control laws similar to
those of the State of New York. Speak-
ing again from the standpoint of New
York, it would be far better for Federal
rent control to end immediately, thus
permitting the State law to take over,
than to subject New Yorkers to the 15-
gpﬁ'cenh increase enacted into law by this

ill.

I urge all who want to prevent rents
from increasing 15 percent to vote in
favor of the Buchanan amendment.

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCK. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. May I invit: the gen-
tleman’s attention to the fact that the
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landlord will be in a perfect bargaining
position because he can tell the tenant:
If he does not sign, why, first, he will use
the place for himself, he wants it for
his own use; second, or that he has a
purchaser and wants the property for
that reason; or third, he wants to alter
or repair the building. He has a num-
ber of different reasons either of which
he can use to force the tenant into sign-
ing the lease.

Mr. BUCK. There is no bargaining
whatever. The landlord is absolutely
in the driver's seat. In every city the
landlord will get his 15-percent increase.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCK. 1 yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. The gentleman will
agree that this increase will in effect be
a straight-across-the-board increase?

Mr. BUCK. It will be an across-the-
board increase in every city where a
housing shortage exists.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.
All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. BucHanAN].

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. BucHANAN)
there were—ayes 49, noes 127.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MONRONEY: On
page 14, line 13, after the period, strike out
the balance of line 13 and all of lines 14
to 18 and Insert: “Housing accommodations
for which a maximum rent is established by
a lease, pursuant to the provisions of this
proviso, shall be subject to former maximum
rent ceiling rates In case of premature termi-
nation of such lease, or may be re-leased
under the limitations of this proviso, upon
mutual agreement of landlord and tenant,
at a rate not in excess of the maximum rent
which could have been provided for by the
original lease made under this proviso.”

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, this
is an attempt to clarify what has proven
to be quite a misunderstanding as to how
the so-called Fletcher 15-percent lease
provision will work. Many authorities
who have studied this bill claim that
once the 15-percent lease is entered into
that house is then forever decontrolled.

In an effort to avoid evasion of the
idea of this 15-percent lease agreement
by phony lease arrangements, thereby
decontrolling that property or that
apartment forever, this proviso merely
spells out that if the lease does not run to
its termination or as long as rent control
is in effect, that if the lease is voided by
mutual agreement of landlord and ten-
ant, the property goes back to its pre-
vious ceiling, or, if the landlord and
tenant wish to sign up a new lease, then
it is at the 15-percent provision above
the former original ceiling.

1 would like to say that I cannot agree
with many of my friends who have
severely condemned the lease provision.
I think that it is an effort to begin the
renegotiations between landlord and ten-
ant; that it will not provide a blanket
15-percent increase across the hoard, but
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will only provide for an increase where
a tenant wishes to agree with his land-
lord for a 15-percent increase in ex-
change for security after the end of
price control.

I think there are benefits that flow
both ways, and I do not think you have
to regard the landlord ,and tenant as
mortal enemies and that the Govern-
ment must always stand between them.
I think they should be permitted to bar-
gain on a lease arrangement.

But I do want to make it crystal clear
that if you provide for this 15-percent
increase that landlords not be permitted
to make a lease and then void it to take
their house out from under control of all
rentals.

I would like to see if the majority mem-
bers of the committee would accept this
provision, to clarify the section against
such evasion.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen=-
tleman from California.

Mr, FLETCHER. In effect what the
amendment does, when you have nego-
tiated a 15-percent lease on a voluntary
basis, mutually between landlord and
tenant, and it that lease for some reason
or other is disturbed, it takes the prop-
erty back to the rent ceiling it had prior
to the increase of 5, 10, and 15 percent,
or whatever it was.

My point is this, that where a prop-
erty has met the test of landlord and
tenant, where two people have in an hon-
orable way gotten together that this
property is worth so much ir its present
condition, I do not see any reason why
the nroperty should then revert back to
its former natural rent because, after all,
it may be that the apartment needed
painting, the apartment needed remodel-
ing, and that was the consideration for
the increase in the rent.

Mr. MONRONEY. I think the gen-
tleman then admits that the house will be
out from under future rent control.
What I am trying to do is to see it revert
to it: original ceiling, or if a tenant is
willing to sign a new lease, then he pays
only the 15 percent from the original ceil-
ing again. I think the Fletcher provi-
sion distinctly needs this help to make it
fair and to prevent evasion through
phony lease arrangements.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment do now close.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Oklahoma [Mr. MoNRONEY].

The amendment was rejected,

Mr. REDDEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. REppEN: On
page 15, line 22, after the period, insert “Pro-
vided the governing body of any county, city,
or town muy in their discretion terminate
rent control earller by a finding that the
neceseity therefor no longer exists,”

Mr., REDDEN Mr. Chairman and
gentlemen of the Committee, this amend-
ment does one thing. It takes the right
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of rent control or the privilege of rent
control back to the people of the munici-
palities affected thereby; in other words,
they are the people that ought to know
more about it than anybody who might
be attempting to administer it in Wash-
ington. They are the people who gov-
ern your city or your county and they are
the people who ought to have the knowl-
edge of conditions existing with respect
to the necessity for rent control.

If this amendment is passed, the gov-
erning body can find as a fact that what-
ever conditions did exist necessitating
rent control no longer exist, and there-
fore terminate rent control earlier than
March 31, 1948. I think that is where it
ought to be. I ask you to support this
amendment and let the governing au-
thorities, the municipalities, say when
rent control ought to terminate.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from North Carolina [Mr. REDDEN].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. REDDEN) there
were—ayes 73, noes 85.

Mr. REDDEN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. WoLcoTT
and Mr. REDDEN.

The Committee again divided; and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
129, noes 84.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment which is at the
Clerk's desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DonbEro: On
page 13, line 16, after the colon insert “Pro-
vided, however, That an increase of 10 per-
cent on existing rent is hereby authorized on
all residential buildings consisting of 10
dwelling units or less, exclusive of janitor or
management space.”

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I do
not intend to take the b minutes because
I explained this amendment a short
while ago and I think it speaks for itself.
I make no pretense in saying to the Com-
mittee that 10 percent in no way equalizes
the disparity now existing between the
income of property and the expense of
maintaining property. The amendment
is offered to bring some relief to small
property owners. You will notice it is
limited to 10 residential units or less.
That includes the income bungalow or
the income type of property of one, two,
or three dwelling units, but not exceed-
ing 10. I cannot possibly foresee any-
body objecting to this amendment when
it is admitted on this floor that the main-
tenance of property has increased about
80 percent since rent control was estab-
lished. How can anybody object to par-
tial relief extended to small property
owners to help them preserve their life
savings and safeguard their modest in-
come?

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. Chair=-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DONDERO. 1 yield.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. I wonder,
if this amendment is adopted, if the Ad-
ministrator would say in all of these cases
of inequities, that this is the maximum;
that Congress has fixed a maximum of
10 percent, and no more will he granted.
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The gentleman knows as well as I do
that there are many cases where 10 per-
cent will not meet the disparity. Let
me give you one example. In a town in
my district the taxes alone between 1946
and 1947 have increased 40 percent.
Take a property with an assessed value
of $5,000, rented at $30 a month. The
tax increase alone on that property is
$8 a month this year. Ten percent would
not help him very much.

Mr. DONDERO. I admit that, yet I
am trying to bring some relief to a seg-
ment of our people who have been penal-
ized for being thrifty and self-sustaining.
I hope this amendment will be adopted.
I have stated before today that taxes
throughout the Nation have increased
nearly 40 percent since rent control was
established. How can anybody deny to
these people at least partial justice and
equity?

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. DONDERO. Yes: I yield.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. I would
gladly support the amendment. It gives
them g little something, but I am afraid
it will mean a freezing of all increases,
regardless of the inequities involved.

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. GAMBLE. Has the gentleman
any idea how many housing units this
would affect? Has the gentleman any
figures on that, as to the number of
housing units that will be affected
throughoui the country?

Mr. DONDERO. No,Ihavenot. Iam
trying to provide some relief to small
property ownerc by giving them at least
10 percent.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DONDERO. I yield.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I desire to
say to the gentleman that those witnesses
who appeared before the committee said
we should show some consideration to
this class of people, and they all ask for
a 10-percent raise. They say, just like
the gentleman from Michigan has stated,
that that is not enough, but certainly if
we are going to take off the ceiling on
everything else, we ought to show some
consideration to the little man. They all
say this will be just a gesture, but we
ought to do something for them.

Mr. DONDERO. It is only a small
gesture.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DoNDERO]
has expired.

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment., I ask
unanimous consent to revise my remarks,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Nebraska?

There was no objection.

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment attempts to remedy some of .
the obvious injustices of a legislative
and economic maverick, A 10-percent
blanket increase has inequities, but it
does represent a measure of justice to
the people who have their savings in
rental property.
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There has been some loose talk about
intellectual honesty on this bill. In the
last 4 years we, as Members of Congress,
have raised our pay 50 percent presum-
ably because of increased costs.

If there is someone who can explain to
me how we can raise our own pay 50
percent, and yet say to the people who
have their savings in property in this
counfry, “You are entitled to no relief be-
cause of increased costs,” I hope they will
come around to me after this session and
explain it carefully, because I am afraid
I will have a hard time understanding
that kind of acrobatics.

We had a great many witnesses before
the committee. Perhaps the most valu-
able testimony we had weas from the
American Legion housing committee.

An American Legion housing commit-
tee went all over America studying this
problem. They came before us and fa-
vored a 10-percent across-the-board in-~
crease on rents. Thus the American Le-
gion went on record for a 10-percent
blanket increase.

Let me show you the socialistic aspect
of this situation in the minute or so I
have remaining., Over in Europe Com-
munists come up to a little fellow who
has invested his savings in a cow. They
take his cow and may give him some
kind of phony money, but they take his
cow. They lead it away and his invest-
ment is gone. In this country under rent
conftrol the Government of the United
States is saying by its actions to the small
property owner, the frugal person who
has put his life savings in a rental house,
“We will not confiscate your property
outright. We will but take it away from
you over a period of years by fixing rents
under which you will lose your invest-
ment.” That moves toward communism
by the silk-glove route, with drawing-
room finesse. It certainly has no place
in a Congress that wants to give a square
deal to the frugal people who have placed
their savings in rental properties.

I hope this amendment, a gesture of
fairness to property investors, is passed.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. Buck] is recognized
for 3 minufes.

Mr. BUCK., Mr. Chairman, I oppose
this amendment on two grounds: No. 1,
it is inflationary; we are deliberately im-
plementing the upward spiral of the cost
of living. No. 2, I do not feel that land-
lords generally have been doing so badly.
They no longer have the vacancy prob-
lem for which they normally allow 10
percent of their gross. Again, interest
rates have come down substantially in
the last dozen years and property can be
carried for very much less than formerly.
Furthermore, the bill already provides
that in the event of inequity the Admin-
istrator shall make appropriate adjust-
ments.

1 feel that it is not a proper function of
this Congress to contribute to the infla-
tionary spiral by direct action.
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I hope the amendment will be de-
feated.

The CHAIRMAN. The - gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. BRowN] is recognized
for 3 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, what we want to do is to give jus-
tice to all groups. We have seen now the
placing in this bill of a provision that
those who build new houses from now on
will not have any ceilings, nor will those
who refused to give shelter in 1945 or
1946; nor is there any limit on ceilings
to those who are able to increase the
accommodation of the present building
by erecting a little partition and making
one more room. All these people are out
from under the ceiling, and the sky is
the limit,

In addition to that we have all the
hotels now out from under ceilings. Fur-
thermore on a lot of apartment houses
there will be no ceilings under this provi-
sion, those housing accommodations in
any establishment which is commonly
known as a hotel in the community in
which it is located which are occupied by
persons who are provided customary
hotel service such as maid service, fur-
nishing linen, and so forth, telephone
and desk service, will be exempted.
Therefore it will leave a little helpless
group for which we have done nothing.

This 15-percent amendment on which
the landlord and tenant are supposed to
agree will not be workable. They will
never agree and you know it as well as I
do. A 10-percent across-the-board raise
means something to that group of peo-
ple, confined principally to the little fel-
low, not benefited by the bill. Certainly
we want to make some gesture to this
class. Practiecally all the witnesses who
testified said that the increase in the
cost of living, in taxes, and on building
materials for repairs had gone up so
much since the freeze date that certainly
some raise should be given to these peo-
ple who have practically nothing except
a small home to rent. In view of the fact
that almost half of the population will
not be under a ceiling, it is nothing but
fair that we should raise the rent for the
small fellow to help defray a part of this
increased cost since the freeze date.

The amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan should be adopted in
order to give justice to a class of people,
many of whom are receiving barely
enough to repair their homes and pay the
taxes imposed on them.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the pending
amendment will be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
WoLcort].

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment very obviously should be de-
feated. A long time ago when we were
considering this matter and milling over
the relief which might be given landlords,
it was suggested that we increase the
rates horizontally 10 percent. This ap~
pealed to some Members until we found
that we would have to at least date the
base period back to the time when rent
controls were put on to make it at all
equitable, because in many of these
apartments adjustments have already
been made. In units of 10 or less many
have gotten adjustments, the same kind
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of adjustments which you seek to make
here in order to correct an inequity.

The thing you have to be careful of
is that you do not create just as many
hardships by this amendment as you seek
to correct and if you do create a hard-
ship by this amendment what machinery
is there in the law for the expeditious
review of a petition on the part of a ten-
ant for relief of this hardship? None
whatsoever. He cannot sue the land-
lord and he cannot sue the Government.
There is ' no machinery set up for the
alleviation of those hardships, so you
cannot do this equitably and fairly un-
less you set up some machinery for the
expeditious relief of the hardships which
might be created by it.

Mr. DONDERQ. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLCOTT. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. DONDERO. What assurance
have the people of this country that they
will get any equitable adjustment?

Mr. WOLCOTT. May I say to the gen-
tleman that all of the deficienzies in this
law are administrative, not legislative.
This Congress cannot administer the
law. Under the system of government we
have, the Executive has the responsibility
of administering the law in accordance
with the intent of the Congress. We say
in this declaration of intent that hard-
ship cases shall be corrected. We can-
not administer the law. We have no way
of knowing whether 10 percent is going
to create morr hardships than it seeks
to correct. The gentleman cannot give
me any figures on the number that will
be affected by this, either on the nega-
tive or positive side.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered b the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DonbERO],

The question was taken; and the Chair
being in doubt, the Committee divided,
and there were—ayes 104, noes 127.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and che Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. WoLcoIT
and Mr. DONDERO.

The Committee again divided; and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
119, noes 135.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr., Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HoLirierp: On
page 14, line 11, after the seraicolon, strike out
the balance of the parugraph and insert the
following: “And provided further, That such
leases under this secticn shall apply to a
maximum of four rental units owned by any
landlord.”

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mi. Chairman, I
wonder if we cannot agree upon a limi-
tation of debate on all the remaining
amendments. I understand there are
eight of them. I also understand that
most of the controversial amendments
have been disposed of. For that reason,
Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
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that the balaace of the bill be considered
as read and that all debate on the bill
and all amendments thereto close in 30
minutes.

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. BUSBEY. How many amend-
ments are on the Clerk's desk?

The CHAIRMAN. Eleven altogether.
Some of these amendments may be sim-
ilar to others, and the Chair cannot tell
how many other amendments will be of-
fered.

Mr. BUSBEY. I hate to object to a
request of the chairman of the commit-
tee, but I know there is one very im-
portant amendment on the desk.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

Mr BUSBEY. Iobject, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the balavice of the bill be con-
sidered as read and that all debate on
the bil! and all amendments thereto close
at 6:45.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that it is not in order
to move to dispense with the reading of
the bill. If it cannot be done by unani-
mous consent, it cannot be done at all.
It is not in order to move to dispense
with the reading of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Mississippi insist on the point
of order?

Mr. RANKIN. I.do, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is sustained.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
move that debate on the bill and all
amendments thereto close at 6:45 p. m,

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion of the gentleman from Mich-
igan [Mr. WoLcort].

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the balance of
the bill be considered as having been
read.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that the bill must be
read. Somebody must know what is
in it.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the balance of
the bill be considered as having been
read.

Mr, RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that the request is not
in order, and I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that notwith-
standing the time that has just been
taken out of my 5 minutes I may have 5
minutes in the event that ¥ 1.eed it.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Of course, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HoLiriELD]
understands that it was not my purpose
to take the gentleman off his feet.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection
to the roguest of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
realize it is getting late. I will try not
to take too much time.
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I have offered this amendment to strike
out from line 11, the balance of the
section at the top of page 14. This
amendment accomplishes the following
purpose.

It insures that the 15-percent rent
raise to the landlord from the original
signer of the lease will be guaranteed.
It also provides that the property shall
not be rented for more than 15 percent
above the present rate for the duration
of rent control. That is the first pur-
pose which it is designed to accomplish.
It applies to the landlord holding up to
four rental units and allows him to ob-
tain this 15 percent which is already
provided for in the bill. We have heard
a great deal of talk on the floor about
the small landlord. This is your oppor-
tunity to help the small landlord who
depends on his rent to take care of his
livelihood. It assures that the small
landlord owning up to four units of
rental property will be allowed to have
the 15-percent raise. In the name of
the small landlord, I appeal to you to
support this amendment.

Mr. OWENS. You are to be compli-
mented on this amendment because this
strikes at the crux of the whole problem.
Those are the people who have suffered
the greatest. |

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I thank the gen-
tleman. The people who really need the
help, and I agree that a great many of
them do need help, are the small weople
who have labored a lifetime to acquire
three or four pieces of rental property
and who are depending upon this income
to pay their grocery bill and other ex-
penses. Those are the people who are
more entitled to the raise than anybody.

The language which I have asked to
be inserted in the bill guarantees the
small landlord that he will get his 15-
percent raise. That applies to the land-
lords who own four rental units.

The amendments offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DoNDERO]
applied to 10 units and gave them a 10-
percent raise. This ‘provides a guar-
antee of a 15-percent raise and applies
to landlords owning four units or less.
It protects the public against over-all
raises by the mass rental agencies who
have hundreds of rental units.

This is an attempt to improve a bill
which I fear cannot be made workable.

Unless clarifying amendments are
adopted, I shall vote to recommit this
legislative monstrosity.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from California [Mr. HoLIFIELD].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demandecc by Mr. HOLIFIELD)
there were—ayes 64, noes 86.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
demand tellers.

Tellers were refused.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, a pref-
erential motion.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state the motion.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. RIVERS)
there were—ayes 45, noes 131.

So the motion was rejected.
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Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment which is at the
desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CoLeE of Kan-
sas: On page 13, line 16, just before the
colon insert a comma and the words, “except
that where the real-estate taxes levied
against such housing accommodations have
been increased since such maximum rent
was established or are increased during the
effective period of this title, the maximum
rent shall be subject to an automatic up-
ward adjustment by the landlord not in
excess of the amount necessary to offset
such tax Increase for the future period cov-
ered thereby.”

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I shall not take much of the time of
the committee, but I believe this is an
amendment which can be accepted.

Not long ago the committee declined
to accept an amendment offered by the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Don-
pErRo], because there was some question
that perhaps a 10-percent straight
across-the-board raise in rentals might
freeze rentals. The amendment which
I have offered provides that if there has
been a raise in the levy of real-estate
taxes since the maximum rental was
fixed, the landlord may, in his discretion,
raise the rent by an automatic upward
adjustment not in excess of the amount
necessary to offset such tax increase.

Mr. Chairman, I know that this par-
ticular raise on the part of the landlord
is one that is just, that it is fair, that
it cannot be considered to allow some in-
crease in fraud, but one which every
landlord is entitled to if he has had an
increase of his taxes.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I be-
lieve the gentleman has a good amend-
ment. If we had better administration
of the rent-control law that would take
advantage of the opportunities in the
present law where we could recognize
these hardship cases then we would not
have all this turmoil on the floor of the
House today.

In the State of Massachusetts this
year some of the tax rates are going
up as high as $10 on a thousand. or an
increase of 20 to 30 percent. If, as I
say, the administrators under the pres-
ent law would recognize those hardship
cases there would not be this turmoil
on the floor of the House today.

Mr. COLE of Eansas. The gentleman
is absolutely correct.

I wish to say to the Committee that
from a survey recently made in 70
groups from 59 cities embracing 24 States
it shows that taxation on the buildings
covered by the study have increased a
minimum of 20 percent since the institu-
tion of rent control. The increase has
been 50 percent in some of the cities.
The highest increase reported in any of
the cities was 116 percent.

This is the increase which the gen-
tleman said a moment ago should have
been permitted if the administration of
this law had been properly carried cut,
but which has not been allowed in the
past. If this is permitted the rent in-
crease allowed the landlords will not be
10 percent, or 15 percent, or 20 percent,
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it will be the fixed amount by which his
tax levy has been increased, a basic sub-
stantial figure to which no one can
object.

Mr. POULSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield.

Mr. POULSON. Does not the gentle-
man think that is one reason why we
should turn it back to the municipali-
ties or those agencies which are raising
the taxes, for instance? ;

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I do not quite
agree that we should turn it back to the
municipalities.

Mr. POULSON. They are the ones
who raised the taxes.

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I believe that
would cause more trouble than the gen-
tleman might think. Nevertheless, I be-
lieve this particular amendment is a good
one. I therefore hope the Committee
will adopt it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has expired.

Mr. BATES of ~fassachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5
minutes,

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, BATES of Massachusetts. I yield.

Mr. KLEIN. I understand that all de-
bate on the bill closes at 6:45. There are
about 10 amendments at the desk. Has
there been any agreement or arrange-
ment as to the division of the time
amongst those who have amendments to
offer?

The CHAIRMAN. There is no ar-
rangement whatever as to dividing the
time.

Mr. KLEIN. What happens to those
who have amendments pending but no
chance to argue them?

The CHAIRMAN. Those who offer
any amendment after 6:45 will not have
an opportunity to deba‘e the amendment
but the amendment will be voted on.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it,

Mr. EBERHARTER. Is it not the
practice for the Chair to recognize only
those who have amendments at the desk
rather than those who do not have
amendments?

The CHAIRMAN. That is what the
Chair expects to do, but it is not the
province of the Chair to be arbitrary.

Mrs. DOUGLAS. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
will state it.

Mrs. DOUGLAS. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk. The
chairman of the committee stated that
he thought all controversial amendments
had been disposed of. I do not consider
my amendment free from controversy.
I would like to have 1 or 2 minutes to dis-
cuss my amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair may
state that the Chair understands the
gentlewoman’s amendment applies to
striking out the whole title and that
would properly come after the bill had
been read. A request to dispense with
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further reading of the bill was dispensed
with so the bill must be read. This being
the case the gentlewoman’s amendment
could not be in order until after the bill
is read.

IIr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr,
Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. CoLE] because 1 be-
lieve the time has come when hardship
cases ought to be given some recognition.
The great difficulty up to the present
time is that we have, for the most part,
political boards determining questions
involving the flexible provisions of the
law. These cases involving hardship
should be determined and given con-
sideration.

Mr. Chairman, under the present law
there are flexible provisions that permit
the administrators of the law to recog-
nize hardship cases where there are un-
usual expenses involved in the admin-
istration of the property. In the bill we
are today considering there is provision
also for adjustments in maximum rents
which can be made where it is necessary
to correct inequities. May I ask the
chairman of the Committee on Banking
and Currency this question: In view of
the fact that we have substantial in-
creases in tax rates and the tax bills all
over the country and in every commu-
nity, whether or not in his opinion in the
administration of the law as now pro-
posed by the committee these eXcessive
increases in tax rates and the tax bill
can be considered inequities? I would
like to ask the gentleman, What is his
interpretation of the bill and those provi-
sions?

Mr. WOLCOTT. If the gentleman
had asked me if I thought an inequity
would be created under those circum-
stances I would answer in the affirma-
tive, because I have already stated “hat
I thought where the income from the
rented property is not sufficient to re-
flect the cost of maintaii ing the prop-
erty, plus a reasonable return on the
investment, an inequity existed and
should be corrected.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Unfor-
tunately, in the administration of the
act up to the present time those prin-
ciples have not been recognized.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex-
pired.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that all those
having amendments at the Clerk’s desk
may be recognized for 2 minutes and that
those in opposition to the several amend-
ments may be recognized for 2 minutes
within the time previously agreed upon.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Kansas [Mr. CoLE].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. ROONEY. Mr, Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RoonNEY: On
page 14, after line 18, add a new sectlon to
read as follows:
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“In view of the desperate housing situa-
tion the American people deserve our sym-
pathy.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. ROONEY].

The amendment was rejected.

Mrs. DOUGLAS. Mr, Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. Doucras: On
page 9, 'ine 19, strike out all of title II and
insert:

“Be it enacted, etc., That the provisions
of the Emergency Price Control Act of 1942,
as amended, and all regulat‘ons, orders, and
rejuirements thereunder, insofar as rents
are concerned, shall be continued until June
30, 1848. -

“No general increase in rents shall be
granted under authority of that act except
as may be required under the provisions of
section 2 (b) thereof.”

Mrs. DOUGLAS. Mr. Chairman and
Members of the Committee, I have asked
to strike out all of title II and to put in
its place an amendment to continue the
control of rents, as we ha e them now,
for another year. In the face of the ris-
ing cost of living and in the face of the
most acute housing shortage in the his-
tory of our country, to do away with rent
controls, as this bill proposed even before
it was amended, is to invite the American
people to the dizzy waliz of inflation.

The distinguished chairmar of the
Committee on Banking and Currency
said that he did not want to be respon-
sible for one picture appearing in one
paper of a mother with her little child in
her arms sitting in the street—evicted
from her home—with nowhere to go. I
say that this bill, if passed, guarantees
that there will be thousands of mothers
in the streets—evicted from their living
quarters—with their children in their
arms—and with nowhere to go.

This bill legalizes blackjacking; this
bill legalizes the use of fear to obtain
higher rents; this bill legalizes decon-
trols; this bill guarantees that rents will
skyrocket: this bill guarantees that there
will be no rent control. This program
lesalizes evictions,

We either believe we need rent con-
trols or we do not. We should stand
ur: and be counted.

We are concerned over the rising cost
of living or we are not. We should stand
up and be counted.

1 hope that this House will vote for my
amendment.

1 hope that this House will vote for the
millions of men, women, and children
who need their protection today.

The CHAIRMAN The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from California.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mrs. Dougras) there
were—ayes 52, noes 195.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. MacKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MacEINNON:
On page 20, line 13, after the comma strike
out “and” and insert "that the altering or
remodeling is reasanably necessary to protect
and conserve the housing accommodations
and cannot practicably be done with the ten-
ant In occupancy, and that the landlord.”
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Mr, WOLCOTT. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MACKINNON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Although I think
the gentleman’s amendment goes to the
good faith of the transaction and that it
is covered in the first sentence, I do
think perhaps the gentleman spells it
out a little more completely. AsfaraslI
am concerned, the language is entirely
satisfactory.

Mr. MACKINNON. I thank the gen-
tleman. I am glad to have the gentle-
man's statement.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. MacKin~NonN].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr, VAIL. Mr, Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. VamL:

On page 13, line 16, after the colon, insert
the following: ‘Provided, That the head of
the department or agency designated pur-
suant to subsection (a) shall authorize an
increase of 10 percent, effective on and after
the effective date of this title, in the max-
imum rent in effect on that date for all
controlled housing accommodations in all
defense rental areas.”

And strike out the second proviso of sec-
tion 204 (b) beginning on page 13, line 21,
after the colon through page 14, line 18, and
change the colon to a period on page 13,
line 21

.+ Mr. VAIL. Mr. Chairman, this amend-
ment affords a measure of relief from
the punitive provisions of the Emer-
gency Price Control Act of 1942 in their
application to investors providing hous-
ing to others who by choice or necessity
elect to rent rather than to own. This
amendment is also intended as a substi-
tute for the provision for 15 percent
maximum increase by agreement be-
tween landlord and tenant, which can
only serve to accenfuate inequities if suc-
cessful and create rancor and resentment
if unsuccessful.

When the Government arbitrarily es-
tablished in 1942 a ceiling on existing
rents, it also assumed the implied obli-
gation to protect the investor in housing
facilities from losses through mounting
costs. Either costs should have been
frozen or normal net earnings assured
through subsidy, but no such provision
was made and no action for relief has
been taken, and through the years 1942,
1943, 1944, 1945, 1946, and thus far in 1947
each succeeding year has brought with
it increased costs and added hardship to
investors in a vital public service.

News of the failure of the committee
to provide adequate consideration in the
reported bill for relief of the situation
came to me, and I believe to you as well,
as a severe shock. If seems to me that
the issue here is more far-reaching than
the proposed amendment itself. We, of
the Congress, are on trial to determine
whether we are legislating for right and
for equity or if we intend to follow the
philosophy of subordinating those fac-
tors to political expediency—to the sac-
rifice of fairness to minorities in the
quest for votes from large numerical
groups. \

No other minority group providing a
vital service to the public has been so
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punished. Through sharp wage and ma-
terial increases already low net rental
incomes of 1942 have been in effect con-
fiscated by Government decree to a point
where extension of normal services to
tenants is jeopardized. Through the war
years and up to the present time labor
and materials have not been available
and properties could not be maintained
by normal repairs. Investors are now
faced by major cumulative repair cost
without income from which they may be
met. The landlord has borne the burden
of sacrifice long enough—he is entitled to
relief now—not sometime in the indefi-
nite future. The 10-percent across-the-
board increase in rents can only serve to
alleviate, not cure completely, a distress-
ing and discriminatory condition. It
must be remembered that the landlord’s
dollar, too, buys less today than in 1942,

Not only do the landlords appeal to you
for justice and fair play, but the right-
thinking tenants of the country—and
they are the majority—support their
plea in the knowledge that the cause is
just. The House has achieved a splendid
record to this date and it is my hope
that its action upon this amendment will
be such as to fully establish the confi-
dence of the American public in its in-
tent to hew firmly to the cause of justice
let the chips falli where they may.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. VaILl.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment, which is at the Clerk’s
desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HarpY: On page
14, line 18, insert the following: “This pro-
viso shall not apply with respect to housing
accommodations constructed with priority
ratings or under specific authorization from
the United States or any agency thereof for
which the rent has been approved by the
United States or any agency thereof in con-
nection with the granting of such priority
rating or such authorization.”

M:. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, since I
am not too concerned about getting a
statement in the REcorp for home con-
sumption, I do not think I will even use
all of my 2 minutes. I do want to ex-
plain, however, just what this amend-
ment is proposed to do. Ifs purpose isto
prevent the accentuation of certain fla-
grant inequities that now exist.

I do not know whether in your districts
you have the same situation that I have.
But during the war we had a great many
defense rental housing projects con-
structed. The rents for those projects
were not fixed by the Office of Price Ad-
ministration, but they were fixed by the
agency which granted the priority which
enabled them to construct those projects.
In every case the rents in those projects
are far in excess of rents for comparable
properties owned by private individuals
locally and which properties were con-
structed prior to the beginning of the
war. There is no justice in a man hav-
ing property on one side of the street
getting twice as much rent as a man with
comparable property on the other side of
the street.

I hope the Committee will approve this
amendment.

May 1

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. Harp¥].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Harpy) there
were—ayes 53, noes 121,

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr.,JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, Ioffer an
amendment, which is at the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JaviTs:

On page 20, line 20, at the end of section
209, insert “Provided, however, That any
court of competent jurisdiction may stay any
proceeding or action hy virtue of paragraphs
2, 3, or 4 of this section, or any order, judg-
ment, or decree of eviction issued therein for
8 period of not to exceed 6 months if the
tenant for good cause shown is unable to

vacate such controlled housing accommoda-
tion.”

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment gives the courts power to
stay eviction in a case in which eviction
is permitted under this act for acts that
the tenant has nothing to do with; that
is, in the case where a landlord seeks
the tenant’s premises because he has
sold the building or becaure he wants to
move into it himself or beeause he wants
to remodel it. My amendment gives
the tenant enough time to find new
quarters in those circumstances and does
not leave it to State laws alone. The
figures show that an enormous shift has
taken place in the country from rental
to ownership occupancy. The shift is
from 41 percent owner occupied in 1940
to 51 percent owner occupied in 1946 of
the aggregate number of rental units in
the country and shows that this amend-
ment is essential. As you are going to
stop a galloping inflation by keeping a
roof on rentals without an across-the-
boald increase, you should also take this
additional precaution regarding repos-
session of premises in the event of sales
or for personal occupancy of the land-
lord, and give the tenant added protec-
tion in those cases. I believe the courts
of New York will do their best in such
cases, but it is a very useful safeguard
to have it in the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New York
[Mr. JaviTs].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Javirs) there
were—ayes 16, noes 136.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate
has expired.

Are there any further amendments to
section 204? If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

RECOVERY OF DAMAGES BY TENANTS

Sec. 205. Any person who demands, accepts,
or receives any payment of ent in excess
of the maximum rent prescribed under sec-
tlon 204 (b) shall be liable to the person
from whom he demands, accepts, or receives
such payment, for reasonable attorney’s fees
and costs as determined by the court, plus
liquidated damages in the amount of (1) $50,
or (2) three times the amount by which the
payment or payments demanded, accepted,
or received exceed the maximum rent which
could lawfully be demanded, accepted, or
received, whichever in either case may be
the greater amount: Provided, That the
amount of such ligquidated damages shall
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be the amount of the overcharge or over-
charges if the defendant proves that the
violation was neither wiliful nor the result
of failure to take practicable precautions
against the occurrence of the violation. Suit
to recover such amount may be brought in
any Federal, State, or Territorial court of
competent jurisdiction within 1 year after
the date of such violation. For the purpose
of determining the amount of lquidated
damages to be awarded to the plaintiff in
action broughi under this section, all vio-
lations alleged in such action which were
committed by the defendant with respect
to the plaintiff prior to the bringing df action
shall be deemed to constitute one violation,
and the amount demanded, accepted, or re-
celved in connection with such one viola-
tion shall be deemed to be the aggregate
amount demanded, accepted, or received In
connection with all violations. A judgment
in an action under this section shall be a
bar to a recovery under this section in any
other action against the same defendant on
account of any violation with respect to the
same plaintiff prior to the institution of the
action in which such judgment was rendered.

PROHIBITION AND ENFORCEMENT

Sec. 206. (a) It shall be unlawful for any
person to offer, solicit, demand, accept, or
receive any rent for the use or occupancy
of any controlled housing accommodations
in excess of the maximum rent prescribed
under section 204 (b).

(b) Whenever in the judgment of the head
of the department or agency designated pur-
suant to section 204 (a) any person has en-
gaged or is about to engage in any act or
practice which constitutes or will constitute
a violation of subsection (a) of this section,
he may make application to any Federal,
State, or Territorial court of competent ju-
risdiction, for an order enjoining such act
or practice, or for an order enforcing com-
pliance with such subsection, and upon a
ghowing by the head of such department or
agency that such person has engaged or is
about to engage in any such act or practice
a permanent or temporary injunction, re-
straining order, or other order shall be grant-
ed without bond.

MAINTENANCE OF ACTIONS FOR CERTAIN ALLEGED
PAST VIOLATIONS

Sec. 207. No action or proceeding, involv-
ing any alleged violation of Maximum Price
Regulation No, 188, issued under the Emer-
gency Price Contrel Act of 1942, as amended,
shall be maintained in any court, or judg-
ment thereon executed or otherwise pro-
ceeded on, if a court of competent jurisdic-
tion has found, or by opinion has declared,
that the person alleged to have committed
such violatlon acted in good faith and that
application to such person of the “actual
delivery” provisions of such regulation would
result or has resulted in extreme hardship.

TRANSFER OF PROFERTY AND PERSONNEL

Sec. 208. (a) There are hereby transferred
to the head of the department or agency
designated pursuant to section 204 (a), (1)
all records, property, or other data of the
Office of Price Administration and/or the
Office of Temporary Controls used or held
in connection with the establishment and
maintenance of maximum rents; (2) so much
of the unexpended balances of appropriations,
allocations, or other funds available for use
by the Office of Temporary Controls in the
establishment and maintenance of rents as
the Director of the Budget shall determine;
and (3) such of the personnel employed by
the Office of Temporary Controls in connec-
tion with the establishment or maintenance
of maximum rents as the head of the de-
partment or agency designated pursuant to
section 204 (a), subject to the approval of
the Director of the Budget, certifles are
needed in connection with the administra-
tion of this title.
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(b) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated to the department or agency designated
pursuant to section 204 (a) such sums as
may be necessary to carry out the provisions
of this title.

EVICTION OF TENANTS

SEeC. 209. No action or proceeding to recover
possession of any controlled housing accom-
modations shall be maintainable by any land-
lard against any tenant in any court, not-
withstanding the fact that the tenant has
no lease or that his lease has expired, so
long as the tenant continues to pay the
rent to which the landlord is entitled
unless— y

(1) under the law of the State in which
the action or proe is brought the
tenant is (A) violating the obligation of
his temancy (other than an obligation to
pay rent higher than rent permitted under
this act or an obligation to surrender pos-
session of such housing accommodations)
or (B) is committing a nuisance in such
housing accommodations or using such hous-
ing accommedations for an immoral or illegal
purpose or for other than living or dwelling
purposes;

(2) the landlord seeks In good faith to
recover possession of such housing accom-
modations for his immediate and personal
use and occupancy as housing accommoda-
tions;

(3) the landlord has in good faith con-
tracted in writing to sell the housing ac-
commodations to a purchaser for the imme-
diate and personal use and occupancy as
housing accommodations by such purchaser;

(4) the landlord seeks in good faith to
recover possession of such housing accommo-
dations for the immediate purpose of sub-
stantially altering, remodeling, or demolish-
ing them and replacing them with new con-
struction, and has obtained such approval
as may be required by Federal, State, or local
law for the alterations, remodeling, or any
construction planned: or

(5) the housing accommodations are non-
housekeeping, furnished housing accommo-
dations located within a single dwelling unit
not used as a rooming or boarding house and
the remaining portion of which is occupied
by the landlord or his immediate family.

APPLICATION

Sec. 210. 'the provisions of this title shall
be applicable to the several States and to
the Territories and possessions of the United
Btates, but shall not be applicable to the
District of Columbia.

EFFECTIVE DATE OF TITLE

Sec. 211. This title shall become effective
on the first day of the first calendar month
following the month in which this act is
enacted.

TrrLE ITI—SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS

BSec. 301. If any provision of this act or the
application of such provision to any person
or circumstances shall be held invalid, the
validity of the remainder of this act, and the
applicability of such provision to other per-
sons or circumstances, shall not be affected
thereby.

Mr. WOLCOTT (interrupting the
reading of the bill). Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the bill be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Worcorr]?

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, since
the bill cannot be made any worse than
it is, I withdraw my objection.

There was no objection. y

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur-
ther amendments?
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Mr. ALMOND, Mr, Chairman, I offer
an amendment which is at the Clerk’s
desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ALMOND:

Page 20, line 22, strike out “The" and In-
sert “(a) Subject to the provisions of sub-
section (b) of this section, the."

And after line 25 insert the following sub-

on:

“(b) Whenever the governor of any State
advises the head cf the department or agency
designated pursuant to section 204 (a),
hereinafter referred to as the “administra-
tor”, that the legislatur- of such State has
adequately provided for the establishment
and maintenance of maximum rents with
respect to housing accommodations within
defense-rental areas In such State and of
the date on which such State rent control
will become effective, the administrator shall
immediately make public announcement to
the effect that he has been so advised. At
the same time all rent controls under this
title with respect to housing accommoda-
tions within such State shall be terminated
as of the date on which State rent control
is to become effective; and the administrator

shall make avallable to the proper officlals of

such State any records and other informa-
tion in his possession with respect to the
establishment and maintenance of maximum
rents for housing accommodations in such
State which may be requested by such offi-
clals. Any such records and other informa-
tion shall be so made avallable subject to
recall for ase in carrying out the purposes of
this title or any other law. As used in this
subsection, the term 'State’ means any State,
Territory, or possession of the United States.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. ALMonp],

The amendment was rejected.

The CHATIRMAN. Are there any fur-
ther amendments? If not, the Commit-
tee will rise.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Jenxins of Ohio, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill (H. R. 3203) relative to max-
imum rents on housing accommodations;
to repeal certain provisions of Public Law
388, Seventy-ninth Congress, and for
other purposes, pursuant to House Reso-
lution 200, he reported the same back to
the House with sundry amendments
adopted in Committee of the Whole.

The SFEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en grosse.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr, PATMAN. I am. s

The SPEAKER. The gentleman quali-
files. The Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. PaTmMaN moves to recommit the bill

H. R. 3203 to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.
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Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the motion to
recommit.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Patman) there
were—ayes 157, noes 147.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 189, nays 197, not voting 45,

as follows:

|Roll No. 47]
YEAS—189
Abernethy Gary Mills
Albert Gordon Monroney
Allen, La Gore Morgan
Almond Gorskl Morris
Anderson, Calif Gossett Morrison
Andrews Ala. Granger Murdock
Angell Grant, Ala. Murray, Tenn.
Arnold Gregory O'Brien
Barden Gwynne, Iowa O'Toole
Barrett Hardy Passman
Bates, Ky. Harless, Arlz. Patman
Battle rris Peden
Beckworth Harrison Peterson
Blatnik Hart Pfeifer
Boggs. La. Havenner Philbin
Bonner Hays Phillips, Calif.
Brooks Hébert Phillips, Tenn,
Buchanan Hedrick Pickett
Buck Heffernan Poage
Buckley Hendricks Powell
Buffett Hoeven Preston
Burleson Hoffman Price. Fla.
Busbey Hollfield Price, 111.
Byme, N. Y. Huber Priest
Cannon Hull Rabin
Carroll Jackson, Wash. Rains
Chapman Jarman Rankin
Chelt Jenison Rayburn
Clark Jensen Rayfiel
Coffin Johnson, Okla. Redden
Cole, Mo. Johnson, Tex. Rizley
Colmer Jones. Ala, Rockwell
Combs Jones, N. C. Rogers, Fla.
Cooper Earsten, Mo. Rooney
Courtney Kee Russell
Cox Kelley Sabath
Cravens Kennedy Basscer
Crosser Keogh Schwabe, Mo,
Cunningham Kilday Short
Curtis King Bikes
Davis, Ga. Kirwan Smathers
Davis, Tenn. Klein Bmith, Va.
Dawson, I1l. Lane Somers
Deane Lanham Spence
Delaney Larcade Stanley
Dingell Lea Stefan
Dolliver LeCompte Stigler
Domengeaux Lemke Teague
Danohue Lesinskl Thomas, Tex.
Dorn Lucas Thomason
Doughton Lusk Trimble
Douglas Lyle Vail
Durham Lynch Walter
Eberharter MeCormack Wheeler
Elliott McMillan. §. C. Whitten
Engle, Calif, Madden Whittington
Evins Mahon Williams
Fallon Mansfield, Wilson. Tex.
Feizhan Mont Winstead
Fernandez Marcantonie  Wood
Fisher Martin. Iowa Worley
Flannagan Meade. Md. Zimmerman
Fogarty Merrow
Forand Miller. Calif.
NAYS5—187

Allen, Calif, Boggs, Del. Case, N.J.
Andersen, Bolton Case, 8, Dak.

H. Carl Boykin Chadwick
Andregen, Bradley, Calif. Chenoweth

August H, Bradley. Mich. Chiperfield
Arends Bramblett Church
Auchineloss Brehm Clason
Banta Brophy Clevenger
Bates, Mass. Brown, Ga. Cole, Eans.

Erown, Ohio Cole, N. Y.

Bell Bryson Cooley
Bender Burke Corbett
Bennett, Mich. Butler Cotton
Bennett, Mo. Byrnes, Wis. Coudert
Bishop Cam; Crawford
Blaczney Ca Crow
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Dague Jones, Ohio Riehlman
Dawson, Utah Jones, Wash. Riley
Devit Jonkman Rivers
D'Ewart Eean Robertson
Dondero Kearney Robsion
Drewry Eearns Rogers, Mass,
Elsaesser Keating Rohrhough
Elston Keefe Ross
Engel, Mich. Kerr Badlak
Fellows Kersten, Wis, Sadowskl
Fenton Kunkel St. George
Fletcher Landis Eanborn
Folger Latham Schwabe, Okla.
Foote LeFevre Scoblick
Fulton Lewis Scott. Hardie
Gamble Lodge Scott,
Gathings Love Hugh D.. Jr.
Gavin McConnell Scrivner
Gearhart McCowen Seely-Brown
Gillette McDonough Shafer
Gillle McDowell Simpson, Ill.
Goff McGarvey Simpson, Pa.
Goodwin MeGregor Smith, Eans.
Graham McMahon Smith. Maine
Grant, Ind. McMillen, Ill.  Smith, Ohlo
Griffiths MacKinnon Smith. Wis.
Gwinn, N Y. Mathews Snyder
Hagen Meyer Springer
Hate Michener Stevenson
Hall, Miller, Conn Stockman

Edwin ArthurMiller, Md. Stratton
Hall, Miller, Nebr,  Taber

Leonard W. Muhlenberg Talle
Halleck Mundt Tayior
Hand Murray. Wis.  Thomas, N. J.
Harness, Ind. Nodar Tibbott
Heselton Norblad Tollefson
Hess O'Hara Towe
Hill O'Konski Twyman
Hinshaw Owens Van Zandt
Hobbs Pace Vorys
Holmes Patterson Vursell
Hope Ploeser Wadsworth
Horan Potts Welchel
Jackson, Calif. Poulson Wigglesworth
Javits Ramey Wilson. Ind.
Jenkins, Ohio Reed, Ill. Wolcott
Jenkins. Pa. Reed. N. Y. Wolverton
Jennings Rees ‘Woodruff
Johnson, Calif. Reeves Youngblood
Johnson, Ill. Rich
Johnson, Ind. Richards

NOT VOTING—45

Allen, I, Fuller Mansfield, Tex.
Andrews, N. Y. Gallagher Mason
Bakewell Gerlach Meade. Ky.
Bland Gifford Mitchell
Bloom T'OsS Morton
Bulwinkle Hartley Nixon
Carson Herter Norrell
Celler Howell Norton
Clements Judd Plumley
Clippinger Kefauver Sarbacher
D'Alesandro Kilburn Sheppard
Dirksen Knutson Sundstrom
Eaton Macy Vinson
Ellis Maloney Welch
Ellsworth Manasco West

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected,

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. D'Alesandro for, with Mr. Barbacher
against.

Mrs. Norton for, with Mr. Vinson against,

Mr. Bloom for, with Mr. Maloney against,

Mr. Celler for, with Mr Herter against.

Mr. Eefauver for, with Mr. Howell against.

Mr. Sheppard for, with Mr. Judd against.

Mr. Mansfield, of Texas, for, with Mr. Bake-
well against.

Mr. Clippinger for, with Mr. Sundstrom
against.

General pairs until further notice:
Mr. Macy with Mr. Clements.

Mr. Hartley with Mr. Bulwinkle.

Mr. Allen, of Illinois, with Mr. Bland.
Mr. Kilburn with Mr. West.

Mr, Meade, of Eentucky, with Mr. Norrell.
Mr. Mitchell with Mr. Manasco.

Messrs, Bates of Massachusetts, Bro-
PHY, BRowN of Ohio, Augustr H. ANDRE~
SEN, BELL, BURKE, JoHNsoN of Illinois,
OwEeNs, BisHoP, CHURCH, and MILLER of
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Nebraska changed their votes from “yea”
m iinsy-"

Mr. O’BrieN changed his vote from
“nayn tO nyea-"

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 205, nays 182, not voting 44.
as follows:

|Roll No. 48]
YEAS—206
Allen, Calif, Gavin Muhlenberg
Anderson, Calif Gearhart Mundt
Arends Gillette Murray, Wis.
Arnold Gillie Nodar
Auchincloss Greham Norblad
Bates, Mass. Grant, Ala. O’'Brien
Battle Grant, Ind. Pace
Beall Gregory Patterson
Beckworth Gross Pleifer
Bell Hale Phillips, Tenn.
Bender Hall, Ploeser
Bennett. Mich, Edwin ArthurPotts
Blackney Hall, Poulson
Boggs, Del. Leonard W. Priest
Boggs. La. Halleck Rains
Bolton Hand Redden
Boykin Hays Reed, I1l.
Bradley, Calif. Hébert Reed, N. Y.
Bramblett Heffernan Rees
Brehm Hendricks Reeves
Brooks Heselton Rich
Brophy Hess Richards
Brown, Ga. Hinshaw Riehlman
Bryson Hobbs Riley
Burke Holmes Rivers
Butler Hope Robertson
Camp Horan Robsion
Canfield Hull Rogers. Mass,
Cannon Jackson, Calif. Rohrbough
Case, N. J. Jarman Rooney
Case, 5 Dak. Javits Ross
Chadwick Jenkins, Ohlo Russell
Chapman Jenkins, Pa. Sadlak
Chelf - Jennings Sadowskl
Chiperfield Johnson, Calif. Scoblick
Clason Johnson. Ind. Secott. Hardle
Coffin Jones. Ala. Scott,
Cole, Eans, Jones, N. C. Hugh D.. Jr,
Cole, N. Y. Jones, Wash. Seely-Brown
Cooley Jonkman Sheppard
Cooper Eean Simpson. Pa.
Corbett Kearney Smathers
Coudert Eearns Smith. Maine
Courtney Eeating Bmith. Wis.
Crow Kezfe Snyder
Dague Eeogh Somers
Davis, Ga. Kerr Springer
Davis, Tenn. Kersten, Wis. Stevenson
Dawson, Utah EKilday Stockman
Deane Kunkel Stratton
Delaney Landis Taber
Devitt Latham Talle
D'Ewart Lea Taylor
Domengeaux  LeFevre Thomas. N. J.
Doughton Lodge Thomas. Tex.
Durham Love Thomason
Elsaesser Lusk Tibbutt
Elston McConnell Tollefson
Engel, Mich. McDonough Towe
Engle, Calif. McDowell Twyman
Fallon McMahon Van Zandt
Fenton McMillen, Ill. Vorys
Fernandez MacKinnon Wadsworth
Fletcher Mathews Wigglesworth
Folger Meade, Md, Wolcott
Foote Michener * Wolverton
Fulton Miller, Conn. Woodruft
Gamble Miller, Md. Zimmerman
Gary Monroney
Gathings Morrison
NAYS—182

Abernethy Barrett Burleson
Albert Bates, Ky. Busbey
Allen, La. Bennett. Mo. Byrne, N. ¥.
Almond Bishop Bymes, Wis.
Andersen, Blatnik Carroll

H. Carl Bonner Chenoweth
Andresen, Bradley, Mich. Church

August H.  Brown,.Ohio Clark
Andrews, Ala. Buchanan Clevenger
Angell Buck Cole, Mo.
Banta Buckley Colmer
Barden uffett Combs
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Cotton Johnson, I1l. Phillips, Callf.
Cox Johnson, Okla. Pickett
Cravens Johnson, Tex. Poage
Crawford Jones, Ohip Powell

Earsten, Mo. Preston
Cunningham Kee Price, Fla.,

Kelley Price. I1l.
Dawson, 111 Eennedy Rabin
Dingell Eing Ramey
Dolliver Eirwan Rankin
Dondero Klein Rayburn
Donochue Lane Rayfiel
Dorn Lanham Rizley
Douglas Larcade Rockwell
Drewry LeCompte Rogers. Fla.
Eberharter Lemke Sabath
Eilliott Lesinskl St. George
Evins Lewls Sanborn
Feighan Lucas Sasscer
Fellows Lyle Bchwabe, Mo,
Flannagan Lynch Schwabe, Okla.
Fogarty. McCormack Scrivner
Forand McCowen Shafer
Goft MeGregor Short
Goodwin McMillan, 8. C. Sikes
Gordon Madden Simpson. M1,
Gore Mahon Smith, Kans,
Gorskl Maloney Smith, Ohlo
Gossett Mansfield, Bmith, Va.
Granger Mont. Spence
Griffiths Marcantonlo  Stanley
Gwinn, N. ¥ Martin, Jowa Stefan
Gwynne. Iowa Merrow Stigler
Hagen Meyer Teague
Hardy Miller. Calif. Trimble
Harless, Arlz.  Miller. Nebr.  Vall
Harness, Ind. Mills Vursell
Harris Morgan Walter
Harrison Morrls Welchel
Hart Murdock Wheeler
Havenner Murray, Tenn. Whitten
Hedrick O’'Hara Whittington
Hill O'Konski Williams
Hoeven O'Toole Wilson. Ind
Hoffman Owens ‘Wilson, Tex
Holifleld Passman Winstead
Huber Patman ‘Wood
Jackson, Wash. Peden ‘Worley
Jenison Peterson Youngblood
Jengen Philbin

NOT VOTING—44

Allen, 11 Fisher Mansfield, Tex.
Andrews, N. ¥. Fuller Mason
Bakewell Gallagher Meade. Ey.
Bland Gerlach Mitchell
Bloom Gifford Morton
Bulwinkle Hartley Nixon
Carson Herter Norrell
Celler Howell Norton
Clements Judd Plumley
Clippinger Eefauver Sarbacher
D'Alesandro Kilburn Sundstrom
Dirksen Enutson Vinson
Eaton McGarvey Welch
Ellis Macy West
Ellsworth Manasco

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. D’Alesandro for, with Mrs.
against.

Mr. Sundstrom for, with Mr. Bloom against,

Mr. Herter for, with Mr. Mansfield of Texas
against.

Mr, Baibacher for, with Mr. Clippinger
agalinst,

Additional general pairs:

Mr Allen of Illinois with Mr. Manasco,
Mr. Bakewell with Mr. Vinson.
Plumley with Mr. Norrell,
McGarvey with Mr. Clements.
Macy with Mr. Bland.

Meade of Kentucky with Mr. Celler,
. Ellsworth with Mr. Fisher.

Judd with Mr. Eefauver,

. Howell with Mr. Bulwinkle.
Eilburn with Mr. West.

Messrs. LEwis, Cravens, and BrabLEy
of Michigan changed their vote from
“yea” to “nay.”

Messrs. RoonEy and Gary changed
their vote from “nay” to “yea.”

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, through
an error someone else answered to my
name. I intended to vote “yea.”

Norton

REREEREER

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. SMITH of Ohio asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the REcorp and include the minority
report on H. R. 3203.

Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend the remarks he made in the Com-
mittee of the Whole today and include a
letter from William J. Overmire.

Mr. ANGELL asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend the remarks
he made in the Committee of the Whole
today and include certain excerpts and
correspondence.

Mr. JARMAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include excerpts from news-
papers.

Mr. BRADLEY of California asked and
was given permission to exterd his re-
marks in the REcorp and include an edi-
torial appearing in the Long Beach
Labor News.

Mr. BLATNIK asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD.

Mr. SHORT asked anc. was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an article by George
Sokolsky which appeared in the Wash-
ington Times-Herald today.

PERMISSION TO EXTEND REMARES
AT THIS POINT

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp on a
resolution which I introduced today.

The SPTAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. HO Mr. Speaker, +
have introduced today a resolution in
support of legislation to immediately in-
crease Federal wages.

The following Members of Congress
have joined with me in introducing
identical bills: Mrs., Doucras, of Cali-
fornia; Mr. CELLER, of New York; Mr,
HuBer, of Ohio; Mr. PrICE, of Illinois; Mr.
AvcusTINE B. KELLEY, of Pennsylvania;
Mr. Frank KARSTEN, of Missouri.

An immediate wage increase for Fed-
eral employees is necessary and justified
on two major counts:

First. The wage increase of 14 percent
grarnted Federal employees in 1946,
which was an inadequate increase at the
time it was granted, has since then been
more than wiped out by price rises and
increased living costs. Federal workers’
real wages are lower today than they
were a year ago, and lower than before
the war. The relative position of Fed-
eral wage rates, as compared with those
in private industry, is worse today than
in January 1946, and considerably worse
than before the war. Wage increases
are needed, both to offset price rises, and
to provide equitable treatment for Fed-
eral workers as coiripared with workers
in private industry.

Second. The country is faced with
economic recession and unemployment

‘unless effective purchasing power in the
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hands of consumers is immediately and
substantially increased. In practical
terms, the required ir -rease in purchas-
ing power can now be accomplished only
by downward price adjustments plus a
rise in wages. The Federal Govern-
ment, even after current staff reductions,
will employ approximately 2.5 percent
of the total working force of the Na-
tion—more people than the steel in-
dustry—and thus wage adjustments for
Federe' workers will have an important
and salutary effect on the whole econ-
omy.

The type of wage increase granted
should be designed primarily to meet
quickly the present emergency situation.
It should effectively ease the situation of
workers whose living standards have
been most sharply impaired by price rises
and it should be distributed so as to cre-
ate the maximum increase in consumer
demand for goods. In line with these
requirements an across-the-board in-
crease of a flat sum to be added to the
annual pay of all employees is recom=-
mended, rather than a percentage ad-
justment, which would probably prove
inadequate in the lower brackets and
would, on the other hand, tend in the
higher brackets to increase savings
rather than consumer purchases. Such
legislation would not obviate the need
for a long-range study and readjustment
of Federal wage and salary rates.
INCREASES REQUIRED TO OFFSET LIVING COSTS AND

PROVIDE EQUITY WITH PRIVATE INDUSTRY—A

{.:H‘KOHOIDB'! OF FEDERAL WAGE ADJUSTMENTS

SINCE 1923

The basic law establishing wage and
salary scale for Federal workers in the
departmental and the field services is the
Classification Act of 1923. The only
major groupings of Federal employees
not covered by this act are the employees
in the field service of the Post Office De-
partment, whose pay rates are fixed by
Congress under separate laws, and the
per diem workers in navy yards, arsenals,
and other industrial establishments,
whose pay rates are adjusted from time
to time by wage boards or other admin-
istrative authority The Classification
Act covers virtually all clerical, profes-!
sional, and administrative employees; it
covers hospital workers, prison guards,
custodial workers, technical and scien-
tific employees, laboratory assistants, in-
spectors of all kinds, and many mechani-
cal workers and skilled tradesmen em-
ployed in maintenance functions.

For the past 10 years the median sal-
ary rate for all employees covered by the
Classification -Act of 1923 has been ap-
proXimately the salary rate for a grade
3 clerk—CAF-3. From 1923 until 1945
this rate remained unchanged at $1.620
per annum. Half of all employees earned
more and half less than this rate. In
the following summary of adjustments
which have been made in the Classifica-
tion Act scale, this median employee
who receives the CAF-3 salary rate, or its
equivalent in the custodial or subprofes-
sional services, is used as an example,

1923 TO 1945

Basic salary rates for nearly all Fed-
eral employees remained unchanged ex-
cept that during the depression, in 1933,
all rates were cut 15 percent, These cuts
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were fully restored in 1936. Minor up-
ward adjustments in a few classes of po-
sitions were made in 1930 and in 1942,
raising the lowest classifications in the
custodial service to a $1,200 minimum,
but these laws affected only a compara-
tively few workers; they resulted in only
a l-percent increase in the average Fed-
eral salary outlay per worker. No over-
all adjustments in salaries were made
during the period, except for the tem-
porary depression cut.

1943

In December 1942, after Federal work-
ers' hours had already been increased
from 39 to 44 per week, the Congress
passed a law permitting further in-
creases in the workweek and granting
Federal workers overtime pay at ap-
proximately straight-time rates, This,
of course, became effective in 1943. The
workweek was then lengthened to 48
hours per week—or 22 percent—and pay
was increased 21.6 percent. This situa-
tion continued until July 1845. During
the entire war up to and after VE-day,
Federal workers received no base-pay
adjustments whatever.

1945

The Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945
increased basic wage rates an average of
15% percent. The increase was accom-
plished by a sliding scale percentage ad-
justment, giving a 20-percent increase on
the first $1,200 of salary, a 10-percent ad-
justment on the next $3.400 and 5 per-
cent on any part of salary over $4 500 per
annum. The pattern was similar to the
methods used during the war in industry
of dividing up an over-all 15 percent—
Little Steel formula—increase so that
lower-paid workers received more than
15 percent, and higher-paid employees
less. This 1945 act also provided for pay-
ment at true time and one-half rates for
overtime work in excess of 40 hours per
week, but virtually all overtime work was
¢liminated administratively within the
first 2 months after the bill's passage.
On the effective date of the bill, July 1,
1945, the BLS index was up 29 percent—
without allowances for quality deteriora=~
tion, and so forth. Passage of this bill
raised the median Federal salary, CAF-3,
from $1,620 per annum to $1,902 per an-
num, or 17 percent.

1948

From November 1945 until May 1948
Congress had under consideration a bill
to increase Federal salaries. This was
the period of the big strikes in industry
which finally resulted in a national pat-
tern of wage increases of 18'% cents per
hour. In May 1946, Congress passed a
pay bill granting Federal workers in-
creases of 14 percent or $2560, whichever
would be greater, effective July 1, 1946.

For the median Federal worker, CAF-
3, this meant an increase from $1,902 per
annum to $2,168 per annum, or 13%%
cents per hour—5 cents short of the
raises in basic industry. It brought the
salary approximately in line with living-
cost increases between 1939 and January
1946, though workers did not begin to
receive it until July.

Thus it will be seen that between any
given prewar date and the present—April
1947—the median Federal salary—CAF
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3 or equivalent—has been increased $548
from $1,620 per annum to $2,168 per an-
num, or 33.8 percent. The fact that
salary increases have invariably lagged
far bzhind rises in the cost of living has
prevented most Federal workers from ac-
cumulating savings and has forced them
to wage a losing struggle to maintain pre-
war living standards. Their consump-
tion of goods has been foreibly and sub-
stantially reduced.

With respect to postal workers, the
pattern has been very similar—no raises
for a long period of years prior to the war,
then wartime increases which lagged be-
hind cost of living rises. All of the in-
creases for postal workers, however, were
flat sum increases—plus some readjust-
ments in salary schedules. The 1946 in-
crease, $400, equalled the 1814 cents per
hour granted industrial workers at that
time. The total wartime increases for
postal workers was $800—prewar to
datc—and this represents a 42 percent
increase over the approximate prewar
median salary of $1.900 per annum.

COMPARISONS WITH PRIVATE INDUSTRY

It has already been noted that the in-
crease granted Federal employees—ex-
cept postal workers—in 1946 equaled only
131 cents per hour at the median salary
level while industrial employees received
1814 cents per hour. It is worth noting,
mcereover, that prior to that date the
average wage in all manufacturing in-
dustry bad already increased 57 percent,
from $1,385 in January 1941 to $2,140 in
January 1946.

Thus we find today that between Janu-
ary 1£41 and February 1947 industrial
wages have increased from 61 to 76 per-
cent and have overtaken and passed Fed-
eral wage scales which have increased
only 33.2 percent in the same period.

The following table shows this clearly:

January | February| Percent
1041 1047 increase
Federal employces me-
dignsalary.._........ 31, C£0 £2, 168 38.8
Postal employees ap-
roximate median. ... 1,700 2,700 42.0
All manufacturing in-
dustry, aVOrage.. ... 1, 585 2,483 76.0
Durable goods, indus-
try, AVCTARe. - - oo eceee 1, EEb 2, £5% 1.0

It is not suggested that the increases
in wages in manufacturing industry are
excessive, The prewar average wage in
industry was far too low, reflecting sweat-
shop conditions still existing in many
plants. Many industrial workers are not
yet receiving adequate wages. It does
seem proper, however, that the average
wage in manufacturing industry ought
not to exceed the median wage in the
Federal service. Yet ever since Janu-
ary 1946 average wages in manufacturing
industry have been higher than the Fed-
eral median. Note the actual money re-
lationship as of February 1947 shown in
the table above.

During the past 2 weeks a new pattern
of wage increases for industry has
emerged as a result of the settlements in
steel and electrical manufacturing and
the virtual agreement in auto between
the General Motors Corp. and the UAW-
CIO. This pattern calls for increases of
15 cents per hour or $312 on an annual
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basis. This would bring the average an-
nual wages in all manufacturing indus-
try to $2,745 per annum, and in durable
goods to $2,896. These industry aver-
ages would then exceed the present Fed-
eral median salary by $577 and $701
respectively.

It is recognized that most industrial
workers are not on annual salaries and
that the above comparison is therefore
not fully legitimate. As a projection for
basis of comparison it is useful, however,
and if steady employment conditions in
industry are assumed, the comparison is
entirely fair.

Both the average wage in industry
and the lower Federal median wage
would still fall short, even after the new
15-cent-per-hour increases, of the $3,-
545 required to maintain a wage earners
family of four in health and decency ac-
cording to the latest Heller commitee
budget.

COST OF LIVING

On March 15, 1947, the Bureau of
Labor Statistics’ consumer price index
stood at 156—56 percent above the 1936-
39 average. The index does not pre-
tend to measure all the factors affecting
a worker’s cost of living. Government
economists estimate that factors such as
the disappearance of many low-cost lines
of merchandise and quality deterioration
require the addition of another 5 points
to the index to make it reflect the true
increase in living costs. Thus the cost
of living on March 15 was actually 61
percent higher than before the war.

Between January 1946 and March 15,
1947, the price index increased 20 per-
cent, from 1299 to 156—5 points added
to each figure gives true cost of living,
but would not materially affect the per-
centage of increase.

Thus we arrive at the following com-
parison of Federal wages with living
costs:

Percent

increase,

1030 | 1389 | Mareh | Janusry

tois | 1947 }&15 to

1947

Price index.._.......|] 100| 120.9| 156.0 2
Cost of living (5
points added to
price index after

+11 L i T 00| 134.9| 16LC o
Median Federal sal-
ary (prewar salary

equals 100) _.......| 100 |1133.8| 133.¢ 1]

1 8alary index for July 1846, when last 14-percent raise
became effective.  That raise was based on January 194¢
living costs but workers did not benefit from it till 6
months later.

Thus we see that a 20-percent in-
crease—$433 per annum—would be re-
quired to bring the median Federal sal-
ary in line with present living costs.

As this memorandum is being written
a national campaign has been launched
for a voluntary reduction of prices. It
is too soon to evaluate what, if any, per-
manent effects this campaign will have
on workers’ living costs. During the
first 3 weeks of this campaign, its re-
sults on average price levels, according
to BLS, were negligible—approximately
0.1 percent decline in wholesale prices
being recorded. Apparently the cam-
paign will not materially affect such
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cost-of-living items as rent and durable
goods and has so far had little effect on
food prices. Rents, in fact, may be ex-
pected to rise under present administra-
tive decontrol policies. Pending rent-
control bills in the Congress threaten
further rent increases.

From the standpoint of a healthy econ-
omy, however, both price decreases and
wage increases are necessary.

WAGE INCREASES REQUIRED TO AVOID DEPRESSION

It is not intended to burden this memo-
randum with an extensive review of the
dangers to the health of our national
economy which the present wage-price-
profit trends represent. The facts are
set forth in detail in the President’s eco-
nomic repert to the Congress. The main
ceniral conclusion which must be drawn
from the report is that efiective con-
sumer demand and purthasing power
must be increased if full employment is
to be maintained. A few selected figures
give the broad outlines of the situation:

Corporate profits in millions of dollars after

tazes
fro gk 3 T A s R SR $3, 600
L NS e T e 11, 800
1046 cstimate. —ees 12,000
1947 estimate. -~ 117, 000

-

! This iz the latest estimate by Wall Street Journal and
Chicago Jourpal of Commerce. All other figures are
Department of Commerce figures. The Commeree De-
partment's estimate for 1947 was made 2 months ago and
at that time 1947 profits of $13,000,000,000 were predicted.

Corporate profits before taxes in-
creased 230 percent between 1939 and
1946, while total wages and salaries in-
creased only 169 percent.

The share of the national income go-
ing to wages and salaries between 1812
and 1945 averaged 68 percent, with 32
percent going to all other sources. In
1946 the share going to wages and sal-
aries dropped to 62 percent, with 38 per-
cent going to other sources.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics has re-
cently published a survey entitled “Full
Employment Patterns in 1950.” This
survey reveals clearly that if we are to
have full employment in 1950, two diffi-
culties must be overcome:

First. Our national plant capacity must
be increased. Our plant is not now large
enough to afford jobs for all who will
need them in 1950.

Second. If present trends continue,
there will not be sufficient consumer de-
mand or purchasing power to absorb
products of our industry—assuming the
probable increase in foreign trade, Gov-
ernment expenditures, and so forth.

Obviously, a key to solution of both
problems is an immediate increase in
consumer demand—which would en-
courage investment of capital to enlarge
plant capacity, and which would, in turn,
increase demand for products of the new
plants. Other steps, such as the curbing
of monopoly, are, of course, desirable for
accomplishment of the necessary indus-
trial expansion, but in our economy, con~
. sumer demand will always be a key fac-
tor determining business poliey.

AMOUNT AND DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL WAGE
ADJUSTMENTS

The foregoing facts establish the need
for immediate Federal wage adjustments.
The questions remain, how large should
these be and how should they be dis-
tributed?
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Considering the second half of the
question first, it is recommended that the
adjustments be in the form of a lump
annual increase for each worker. Such
an increase would have the effect of dis-
tributing the total increase so as to pro-
duce the largest increase in effective pur-
chasing power and consumer demand,
and give most aid to the lower-paid em-
ployee who needs aid the most. This
would also be cheaper for the Govern-
ment.

For example, if it were decided that a
20 percent increase were justified, and
it were applied on a percentage basis for
all employees, the cost to the Govern-
ment would be around $700,000,000. The
other method would be to decide on a
flat Increase equal to 20 percent of the
median salary, or $433, and give this in-
crease to all employees. Cost to the Gov-
ernment would then drop to less than
$500,000,000.

Obviously the basis for determining
the amount of increase which should be
provided, ought to be: First, cost of liv-
ing; and, Second, comparability with pri-
vate industry. The following figures are
submitted without recommendation:

COST OF LIVING

Living costs have increased 20 percent
since January 1946, the base period for
the last Federal salary increase.

Twenty percent of Federal workers
median salary-—$2,168 per annum—
equals $433.

Twenty percent of postal workers ap-
proximate median salary—$2,700—equals
$540.

COMPARISON WITH PRIVATE INDUSTRY

The median Federal worker received a
pay increase in 1946 of 132 cenfs per
hour, while industrial workers received
1814 cents per hour.

Due Federal workers to establish equal-
ity as of January 1946, 5 cents per hour;
annually, $104.

A 1947 pattern for wage increases in
industry is now being established at 15
cents per hour.

Due Federal workers 15 cents per hour;
annually, $312; total, $416.

If the above total $416 were added to
the median Federal salary the result

would still fall $161 per annum short of.

equaling the present average wage for
all manufacturing industry provided the
latter were increased 15 cents per hour
above the February level, and assuming
continuous employment. The result
would fall $285 short of equaling the
present average wage in durable goods
manufacturing plus the 15-cents-per-
hour adjustments now being made.

A rough estimate of the amount neces-
sary to bring the Federal median wage in

line with the average wage in manufac- .

turing industry is $600.

FEDERAL WORKEE DEMANDS

In conclusion, it is worth noting that
the demand raised by the wage policy
committee of the United Public Workers
of America, CIO, and by the executive
council of the Federation of Post Office
Clerks, AFL, the only organizations
which have publicly adopted a wage pol-
icy, is for increases of $600 per annum.
This figure was based on the fact that
the rise in Government wages did not
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keep pace with the wage increases in
industry during the war, and on the rise
in living costs. Both demands were
raised in the late winter of 1946.

In view of the present economy drive
on the part of the Republican leadership
I have arbitrarily inserted a lower fig-
ure—$500 in the resolution which I in-
troduced today—than the $600 figure
which I believe is justified. I make this
reduction in the hope that the leadership
will give consideration to the plight of
the Federal employees.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows:

To Mr. KearnEY, for 5 days, on ac-
count of official business.

To Mr. Jupp (at the request of Mr.
Arenps), for 3 days, on account of ill-
ness.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.2157. An act to relieve employers
from certaln liabliities and punishments
under the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938,
as amended, the Walsh-Healey Act, and the
Bacon-Davis Act, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MacKINNON. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; according-
ly (at 8 o'clock and 1 minute p. m.) the -
House adjourned until tomorrow, Friday,
May 2, 1947, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speake:’s table and referred as follows:

631. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a supple-
mental estimate of appropriation for the
fiscal yeai 1948 in the amount of $644.000
for the Office of Defense Transportation (H.
Doc. No. 232); to the Committee on Appro-
priations and ordered to be printed.

632. A letter from the Administrator, War
Assets Administration, transmitting a draft
of a proposed bill to amend the Surplus
Property Act of 1944 with reference to pay-
ment of tazes; io the Committee on Ex-
penditures in the Executive Departments.

633. A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill to
stimulate volunteer enlistments in the Reg-
ular Military Establishment of the United
Btates; to the Committee on Armed Services.

634. A letter [rom the Secretary of War,
transmitting a letter from the Chief of Engi-
neers, United States Army, dated July 18,
1946, submitting a report, together with ac-
companying papers, on a review of reports
on the Mississippi River between Coon Rapids
Dam and mouth of the Ohio River, submit-
ted in House Document No. 669, Seventy-
sixth Congre s, third session, with a view to
determining if any modification of the exist-
ing project in the vieinity of Hastings, Minn,,
is advisable. This Investigation was re=
guested by a resolution of the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors, House of Representatives,
adopted on June 20, 1945; to the Committee
on Public Works.

635. A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a letter from the Chief of Engi-
neers, United States Army, dated December
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13, 1946, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers, on a preliminary ex-
amination of Little Black River and tribu-
taries, Michigan, authorized by the Flood
Control Act approved on August 18, 1941; to
the Committee on [ ublic Works.

636. A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a letter from the Chief of Engi-
neers, United States Army dated November
30, 1944, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers, on a review of reports
on and u preliminary examination and sur-
vey of Androscoggin River, Maine and N. H,,
requested by resolution. of the Committee
on Flood Control, House of Representatives,
adopted on March 27, 1936, and the Com-
mittee on Commerce, United States Senate,
adopted on March 28, 1936; and also author-
ized by the Flood Control Act approved on
June 22, 1836, and by an act of Congress
approved on June 25. 1836; to the Committee
on Public Works.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

_ Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of

committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar. as follows:

Mr. BISHOP: Joint Committee on the Dis-
position of Executive Papers. House Report
No. 829. Report on .the disposition of cer-
tain papers of sundry executive departments.
Ordered to be printed.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio: Committee on Rules.
House E solution 201. Resolution provid-
ing for the consideration of the bill H. R.
3245, making appropriations to su ply defi-
clencles in certaln appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30. 1947, and for
other purposes; without amendment (Rept.
No. 330). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. BISHOP: Joint Committee on the Dis-
positior of Executive Papers. House Report
No. 331. Report on the disposition of cer-
taln papers of sundry executive depart-
ments. Ordered to be printed.

Mr. BISHOP: Joint Committee on the Dis-
position of Executive Papers. House Report
No. 332. Report on the disposition of cer-
tain papers of sundry executive depart-
ments. Ordered to be printed.

Mr. LATHAM: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. H. R 673. A bill to
repeal certain provisions authorizing the
establishing of priorities In transportation
by merchant vessels; without amendment
(Rept. No. 333). Referred to the Commitiee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

PUBLIC BILLE AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr ANDREWS of Ne\. York:

H.R.3278. A biil to amend the Mustering-
Dut Payment Act of 1944; to the Committee
on Armed Services,

H,R. 3279, A bill to repeal the laws relat-
ing to the length of tours of duty of officers
and enlisted men of the Army at certain

foreign stations; to the Committee on Armed -

Bervices.

H. R. 3280 A bill to provide for the effective y

operation and expansion of the Reserve Of-

ficers' Training Corps, and for other pur-

poses; to the Commitiee on Armed Services.
By Mr. CELLER:

H.R.3281. A bill to provide additional
compensation for employees of the Federal
Government and the District of Columbia;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Bervice.

By Mr CRAWFORD:

H.R.3282 A bill to permit distilled spirits
of Pueric Rican manufacture to be entered
in customs bonded warehouses; to the Com-
mitiee on Ways and Means.
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H.R.3283. A bill to amend sections 2800
(f) and 3360 of the Internal Revenue Code;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. D’EWART: :

H. R.3284. A bill to amend an act entitled
“An act to promote the development of the
mining resources of the United States,” ap-
proved May 10, 1872 (17 Stat. 92), as amend-
ed; to the Committee on Public Lands.

By Mrs, DOUGLAS:

H.R.3285. A bill to provide additional
compensation for employees of the Federal
Government and the District of Columbia; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service,

By Mr. HOLIFIELD:

H.R.3286. A bill to provide,K additional
compensation for employees of the Federal
Government and the District of Columbia; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. MCMILLEN of Illinois (by re-
quest) :

H. R.3287. A bill to provide for regulation
of certain insurance rates in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. STOCKMAN:

H.R.3288. A bill to provide that periods
during which members of the armed forces
were assigned to certain training programs
may be counted in determining eligibility for
the educational privileges of the Servicemen'’s
Readjustment Act of 1944; to the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr HUBER:

H.R.3289. A bill to provide additional
compensation for employees of the Federal
Government and the District of Columbia;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. SMITH of Virginia:

H.R 3280, A bill to amend the District of
Columbia Unemployment Compensation Act
to provide for unemployment compensation
in the Distriet of Columbia, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

By Mr. WOLVERTON:

H.R.3291. A bill to permit United States
common communications ecarriers to accord
free communication privileges to officlal par-
ticipants in the world telecommunications
conferences to be held in this country in

©1947: to the Committee on Interstate and

Foreign Commerce.
By Mr EELLEY:

H.R.3252. A bill to provide additional
compensation for employees of the Federal
Government and the District of Columbia;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. PRICE of Illinoils:

H.R.3203. A bill to provide additional
compensation for employees of the Federal
Government and the Distriet of Columbia;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Bervice.

By Mr. BUCELEY:

H.Con. Res. 44. Concurrent resolution rel-
ative to conditions in Palestine and that
the United States take all steps necessary
to reaffirm and urge Great Britain, the man-
datory government, to live up to its mandate
and immediately admit 100,000 displaced per-
sons to Palestine; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

By Mr. HARTLEY:

H. Con. Res. 45. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing of additional coples of
volumes 1 through 5 of the hearings held
before the Committee on Education and
Labor of the House of Representatives, cur-
rent session, relative to the National Labor
Relations Act; to the Committee on House
Administration.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

May 1

By Mr. WOODRUFF:

H.R.3294. A bill for the relief of the Doeh-
ler-Jarvis Corp.; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

By Mr. BENDER:

H.R.3295. A bill for the rellef of Joseph
John Gmurczyk, Jr.; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. FULLER:

H.R.3206. A bill for the relief of F. M.

Arends; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. HENDRICKS:

H.R. 3297. A bill for the relief of Richard

Kuhloff; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. HULL:

H.R.3288. A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs. Ray S. Berrum; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By. Mr. MORRISON:

H. R.3289. A bill for the relief of the estate
of James Lander Thomas; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SCOBLICK:

H, R.3300. A bill for the relief of Martin

A. King; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXTI, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

416, By Mr. COTTON: Memorial of the
Senate and House of Representatives in the
Siate of New Hampshire to the Honorable
Clinton P. Anderson, United States Secretary
of Agriculture; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

417. By Mr. HOLMES: Petition of & num-
ber of residents of Mabton, Grandview, Ana-
tone, Asotin, and Clarkston, Wash., urging
enactment of legislation to prohibit trans-
portation of alecoholic-beverage advertising
in interstate commerce, or broadcasting over
the radio; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

418. By Mr. HOPE: Petition of 66 members
of the Woman's Christian Temperance Union,
of Hazelton, Kans., urging the enactment of
8. 265, a bili to prohibit the transportation
of alcoholic-beverage advertising in inter-
state commerce and broadcasting of aleohol-
ic-beverage advertising over the radio; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

419. By Mr. JONES of Washington: Me-
morial of the Legislature of the State of
Washington, memorializing the President
and the Congress of the United States to
provide sufficient hunters to kill off and ex-
terminate all predatory animals such as
cougars, wildcats, wolves, and coyotes in the
national parks within the State of Washing-
ton, or to set aside a small area within the
national parks in the State of Washington
as a complete game sanctuary and allow
hunting in the remaining portions and pro-
vide adequate boundaries to attract suffi-
clent hunters to exterminate such predatory
animals; to the Committee on Public Lands.

420. By Mr. LYNCH: Petition of the Coun-
cll of the City of New York, urging that
there be made available immediately to the
Government and people of Eire the necessary
assistance in the form of food, [uel, and
medical supplies to protect the welfare and
safecy of the Irlsh people during this crueial
period; to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

421. Also, petition of the Council of the
City of New York, expressing its opposition to
the adoption of any legislation pending in
the Congress which would tend to nullify
gains made by labor in recent years, and call-
ing upon Congressmen from the city of New
York to use their efforts to prevent the en-
actment of any legislation that would be un-
falr to labor or against the interest of the
public welfare; to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

422, By Mr. McGREGOR: Petition urging
Ppassage of 8, 265, a bill to prohibit the trans-
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portation of alecholie-beverage advertising in
interstate commerce and to prevent the
broadeasting of alcoholic-beverage advertis-
Ing over the radio; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

423. By Mrs, NORTON: Petition of New
Jersey Vocational and Arts Association, urg-
ing appropriations of the full amount of
money authorized under the George-Barden
Act for the further development of vocational
education; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

424, By the SPEAEER: Petition of the Na-
tional Soeciety, Daughters of the American
Revolution, petitioning consideration of
their resolution with reference to favoring
the creation of a national park at Alamance
battlefield, North Carolina, to the Committee
on Public Lands.

SENATE
Friay, May 2, 1947

(Legislative day of Monday, April 21,
1947)

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m., on
the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Peter Marshall,
D. D, offered the following prayer:

QO Lord, Thou dost know the secrefs
that will remake Thy world, for Thou art

the way. Help us to see that the forces

that threaten the freedoms for which we
fought cannot be argued down, nor can
they be shot down. They must be lived
down. Give to the leaders of our Nation
the inspired ideas that shall lead this
country into making the American dream
come true.

Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESIDENT
PRO TEMPORE

The Chief Clerk read the following
letter:
UNITED STATES SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., Mey 2, 1947.
To the Senate:
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon. Hagry P. CalN, a Senator from
the State of Washington, to perform the
duties of the Chair during my absence.
A. H. VANDENBERG,
President pro tempore.

Mr. CAIN thereupon took the chair as
Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. WaErrRY, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday,
May 1, 1947, was dispensed with, and the
Journal was approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations were ccmmunicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed a bill (H. R. 3203) relative
fo maximum rents on housing accom=
modations; to repeal certain provisions
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of Public Law 388, Seventy-ninth Con-
gress; and for other purposes, in which
it requested the concurrence of the
Senate.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (H. R. 2157) to relieve em=-
ployers from certain liabilities and pun=
ishments under the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938, as amended, the Walsh-
Healey Act, and the Bacon-Davis Act,
and for other purposes, and it was signed
by the Acting President pro tempore.

LABOR RELATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 1126) to amend the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act, to provide
additional facilities fo. the mediation of
labor disputes affecting commerce, to

equalize legal responsibilities of labor
organizations and employers, and faor
other purposes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The guestion is on agreeing to the
amendment, as modified, proposed by
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BaLrl,
for himself. the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. BYrpl, the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. GEorge], and the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. SmiTH), inserting on page
14, line 6, after the word “coerce”, certain

ge.

Under the unanimous-consent agree-
ment reached by the Senate yesterday
afterncon, the time between now and 2
o'clock, when the pending motion is to be
voted on, will be divided equally between
the proponents anc opponents of the
amendment, and wil! be controlled, re-
spectively, by the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. Bair]l and the Senator from
Florida [Mr. PEPPER].

Mr. BALL. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from New York [Mr. WAGNER].

PRESENTATION OF AWARD TO SENATOR
WAGNER BY SHEIL SCHOOL OF SOCIAL
STUDIES

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, on
April 17 in the city of Chicago I was very
highly honored by having conferred
upon me by the Right Reverend Bernard
J. Sheil, auxiliary bishop of that great
metropolis, the Pope Leo XIII award.
This high award is conferred annually
for outstanding contribution to Chris-
tian social education.

I think it is significant at this time,
when the act which bears my name is
the subject of so much ecriticism and
abuse, that Bishop Sheil, in asking me to
accept the award, referred to the Wag-
ner Labor Relations Act as an example
of what he characterized as an “inesti-
mable service to this Nation and the
world.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have included in the Appendix of
the Recorp the citation accompanying
the presentation of the award and my
speech accepting it.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
routine business was transacted:
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MEETING OF SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLOOD
CONTROL OF PUBLIC WORES COM-
MITTEE

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommit-
tee on Flood Control of the Committee
on Public Works be permitted to sit dur-
ing vhe session of the Senate today

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, permission is
granted.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the following
communication and letters, which were
referred as indicated:

ESTIMATE OF APPROPRIATIONS — I[NTERSTATE

CommMERCE CommissioN (8. Doc. No. 47)

A communication from the President of
the United States, transmitting draft of a
proposed provision pertaining to an esti-
mate of appropriation for the Interstate
Comimerce Commission, fiscal year 1947 (with
an accompanying paper); to the Committee
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

AvmiT REPORT OF WaAR BHIPFING
ADMINISTRATION

A letter from the Comptraller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the audit report of the War Shipping
Administration for the flscal year ended
June 30, 1945 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Expenditures in
the Executive Departments.

. AvnrT REPORT OF INLAND WATERWAYS CORPORA-

TION AND SUBSIDIARY CORPORATION

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the audit report of the Inland Water-
ways Corporation and its subsidiary, War-
rior River Terminal Co., for the fiscal
year ended June 30, 1945 (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Ex-
penditures in the Executive Departments.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore:

A joint resolution of the Eighth Guam
Congress; to the Committee on Public Landa:

“Joint Resolution 1

“Whereas the United States of America
acquired the Island of Guam as a result of
the Spanish-American War under the terms
of the treaty signed at Paris on December
10, 1808; and

“Whereas article IX, paragraph 2, ot the
said treaty provides that the Congress of
the United States of America shall deter-
mine the civil rights and political statutes
of the native inhabitants of the territortes
thereby ceded by Spain to the United States
of America; and

“Whereas the United States of America
has created a tradition for its respect and
adherence to the sanctity of treaties, said
tradition having been consistently main-
tained upon numerous occasions, inciuding
that of determination by the Congress of
the United States of the eivil rights and
political status of the native inhabltants of
Puerto Rico and the Philippine Islands, the
other territories ceded with the island of
Guam by Spain to the United States of
America under the terms of the said treaty
signed at Paris, on December 10, 1808; and
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